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PREFACE 


THIs volume deals with politics and the port of Bristol in the 18th 
century from the standpoint of the Society of Merchant Venturers 
of the City of Bristol. The Society engaged in political activities at 
both the national and the local level in its concern about the port of 
Bristol. And the Society was concerned both in a broad fashion 
with the trade carried on through the port and also in a narrower 
sense with the maintenance and improvement of the port and of its 
approaches. It exerted its influence in various ways, through any 
members of the Society who were M.P.s, by letters to the Bristol 
members of Parliament, by correspondence with government depart- 
ments, through deputations of members sent to London, and by the 
adoption of resolutions. The most formal method used was the 
petition. This volume contains all the petitions of the Society of 
Merchant Venturers between 1698 and 1803. It begins with a petition 
about the opening of the African trade to private traders in 1608 
and ends with a petition in favour of port improvement in 1803. 
As the African trade dominated the interests of the Society in the 
first half of the century, so the problem of port improvement was 
perhaps the major issue of the last quarter. But these were not the 
only matters with which the Society was concerned. One purpose of 
this volume is to reveal the range, quantity and nature of the 
Society’s concern. It contains a record of the most articulate and 
considered means by which the Society expressed its opinion on 
commercial matters. In essence, it is concerned with the most im- 
portant aspect of the work of the Society of Merchant Venturers in 
the 18th century, its work as a political pressure group. 

Thus this volume does not document the whole range of the work 
and life of the Society as did Mr McGrath’s volume on the activities 
of the Society in the 17th century but concentrates on one aspect of 
it. Nevertheless the life of the Society in the wider sense continued. 
Both its property and its charitable activities grew, distinguished 
visitors to Bristol were entertained, the social life of the Society 
continued, apprentices were enrolled and freemen admitted. In an 
appendix will be found a list of the members of the Society in the 
18th century. The Society was also involved in the appointment of 
pilots and port officials and, from time to time, had occasion to 
appoint persons in its own service, as attorney or gamekeeper. In 
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addition, it administered loans. These aspects of the Society are 
briefly and partially documented in this volume to the extent which 
the records herein used allow. 

I would like to express my gratitude to the Master, Wardens and 
Commonalty of the Society of Merchant Venturers for allowing me 
full access to their records and to print some of them in this volume. 
It should be noted that extracts from the records of the Society of 
Merchant Venturers of Bristol may not be reproduced without per- 
mission from the Society. 

In the compilation of this volume, I have been helped in numerous 
ways. I acknowledge with gratitude the assistance of Commander 
Bush and his staff at Merchants’ House, Bristol who afforded me 
every facility to work on the records of the Society of Merchant 
Venturers; of Miss Elizabeth Ralph and her staff at the Bristol 
Record Office; of Mr. W. S. Haugh and his staff at the Reference 
Library, Bristol Central Library ; and of the officials of the Public 
Record Office (and particularly Mr. E. K. Timings and Dr. Neville 
Williams). 

I have also benefited from the help and advice of students working 
in related fields. Captain W. R. Chaplin, John Cannon, H. E. S. 
Fisher, Robert Craig, I. V. Hall, Patrick McGrath, Wesley Savadge, 
Peter Thomas, P. T. Underdown and John Woods are among those 
from. whom I gratefully acknowledge assistance. Books not available 
in Swansea have been obtained for me by Miss Kathleen Dale of the 
library of University College, Swansea with great efficiency and the 
draft of my typescript was reduced to order by Miss Frances Evans 
and other typists in the Arts Faculty office, University College, 
Swansea. To the Research Fund of this College and to the Central 
Research Fund of the University of London, I am most grateful for 
grants to enable me to pursue my researches. Finally, the production 
of this volume has been very much a family affair. My mother 
helped with the transcription of the petitions and my wife and 
children helped with the proof-reading and the making of the 
index. It is in some small compensation for the time that I have 
spent on this volume which I might otherwise have spent with them, 
that I have dedicated this volume to my children. 


W. E. MINCHINTON 
Swansea 


April, 1963 


INTRODUCTION 


THIS introduction deals with three matters in turn: first, the role 
and standing of the Society of Merchant Venturers of the City of 
Bristol in the 18th century is assessed, then the nature of the petition 
as the instrument of a local pressure group is discussed, and finally 
the issues about which the Society petitioned are examined. 


1 The Society of Merchant Venturers of the City of Bristol 


Founded in 1552 and reorganised in 1605, the Society of Merchant 
Venturers of the City of Bristol had enjoyed nearly a century of 
continuous and active existence by the time the 18th century 
dawned.! Though the Society had failed in its attempt to establish 
a monopoly, it had grown in power and influence in the course of the 
17th century. ‘From being a weak protégé of the corporation, it had 
become the controlling force in the organisation of the city’s trade 
and shipping. It could offer to its members not only considerable 
material advantages but also the prestige of belonging to a powerful 
and influential organisation working in the closest harmony with 
the city government.’ 

To the individual merchant, the Society could offer a number of 
advantages, As a social club, the Merchants’ Hall provided a place 
where merchant might meet merchant. From the business stand- 
point, ‘the charter of the Society gave members several privileges, 
powers and immunities; and private persons becoming members of 
this honourable Society, enjoy some particular advantages in fitting 
out their ships with respect to wharfage which those pay who are 
not free of the Merchants’-Hall’.2 The Hall, too, was a sounding 
board for commercial information. In times of financial difficulty, a 
merchant or his dependents might obtain help from the Society.* 
Further, as a corporate body, the Society was active in the defence 
of its members’ interests. 

Membership of the Society could be obtained by apprenticeship, 


1 For material on the history of the Society see p. xxxviii. 

2 McGrath, Society, p. xxi. 

3°W. Barratt, The History and Antiquities of the City of Bristol (Bristol, 
1789), p. 181. See also The Fifteenth Report of the Commission of Inquiry into 
the Customs and Excise (1784), Appendix. 

4 See SMV B/P, 30 Sept. 1764 (Joseph Daltera), 30th Sept. 1773 (Henry 
Casamajor), 21 Aug. 1788 (Samuel Davis) and Latimer, Society of Merchant 
Venturers, p. 228. 
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by birth or by fine. Of the 367 new members between 1701 and 1800, 
210 became free of the Society by apprenticeship, 75 by birth anda 
further 82 by fine. Thus the commonest method of entry in the 18th 
as in the 17th, was entry by apprenticeship. Nor was this a matter of 
form. The Society checked that apprentices had served their time 
and that they continued to carry on business as merchants. Thus, 
in 1730, Matthew Foy was not admitted because he ‘hath been a 
mariner during the whole term of his apprenticeship’ while the name 
of Philip Nourse was struck off the roll in 1731 as he had ‘only served 
five year’s apprenticeship and was now a brewer’.! The Society was 
also concerned that only ‘meer merchants’, those who were entirely 
engaged in trade in a wholesale way, were free of the Society and that 
retailers were not admitted. The ruling which prohibited the entry 
of retailers was reiterated in 1765.2 Many sons of members became 
free of the Society as apprentices but some obtained freedom by 
patrimony on payment of 4s. 6d. on entry. Those who were sons of 
members admitted by fine paid 4os. on entry. 

Entry by fine provided the Society with a means by which it was 
able to secure an infusion of new blood and to continue to be repre- 
sentative of the mercantile community.? During the 18th century, 
a number of the Huguenots, who had come to Bristol in the previous 
century, or their descendants became members of the Society. 
Daubeny, Daltera, Casamajor and Laroche were amongst their 
number. Much less numerous were the American merchants who set 
up in Bristol. Of these, Henry Cruger who became a member of the 
Society is the most conspicuous example.* And from outside the 
city of Bristol came young men to engage in trade there and to make 
their fortunes. Of these, two names will suffice: William Miles, 
the son of an innkeeper of Ledbury, Herefordshire, spent some years 
in Jamaica before returning to establish himself as a merchant in 
Bristol5 and Samuel Munckley, born in Exeter,® who after serving 
his apprenticeship in Bristol, became a prominent West Indian 


1 Ibid., p. 224. 

2 See also below, pp. 59-61. 

3 And manipulation of the amount of the fine provided a means by which 
entry could be controlled (see below, p. 210). The membership of Quakers 
was prohibited between 1711 and 1720 (below, pp. 211-12). 

4 See Lewis Einstein, Divided Loyalties (London, 1933), chap. 8, and Henry 
C. von Schaack, Henry Cruger: the Colleague of Edmund Burke in the British 
Parliament (New York, 1859). 

5 See H. R. Fox Bourne, English Merchants: Memoirs in Illustration of the 
Progress of British Commerce (London, 1866), I, 16-17; Wesley Savadge, 
‘The west country and the American mainland colonies, 1763-1783, with 
special reference to the merchants of Bristol’, unpublished B. Litt. thesis, 
University of Oxford, 1952, pp. 113-5. 

6 See I. V. Hall, ‘The Whitson Court Sugar House, 1665-1824’, Tyvans. 
Bristol and Glos. Archaeol. Soc., LXV (1944), 76-80. 
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merchant, a director of a copper company, a partner in a bank and a 
participant in a sugar refinery. They both played a major role in the 
Society’s affairs in the later 18th century. The life and effectiveness 
of the Society were greatly enhanced by those who joined its ranks 
by payment of a fine. 

Admissions by fine helped to maintain the effectiveness of the 
Society as a body of merchants actively engaged in trade without 
impairing the closely-knit structure of relationships which linked 
many members together. Often more important than common in- 
terest in mercantile affairs were the links of blood or kinship. Son 
followed father and brother followed brother in membership of the 
Society. Most notable were the Eltons who provided seven masters 
of the Society in the first three-quarters of the century out of the 
thirteen members of the family who were free of the Hall. The 
Harfords were as numerous while eight Rogers, seven Daubenys, 
and six Whitchurches, Hobhouses, Hilhouses, Champions, Powells, 
Days and Vaughans were members of the Society in the course of the 
century. Other families were represented in smaller numbers. To 
blood was added kinship. Inevitably the Bristol merchant families 
intermarried. Michael Miller married an Elton, Thomas Daniel 
married Susanna, the daughter of John Cave. Thus familial.connec- 
tion allied with business interest to increase the cohesiveness of the 
Society. While such close links may have proved in the long run to 
have had disadvantageous economic effects,! they increased the 
effectiveness of the Society as a local pressure group since they 
enabled the Society on many occasions to speak the more readily with 
a single voice.? 

Though membership of the Society was not open to all, the Society 
was not narrowly sectional in outlook. An analysis whether of its 
membership or of the petitions with which it was concerned suggests 
that, by and large, it was the meeting place of the larger merchants, 
particularly those engaged in trade with the west coast of Africa and 
the West Indies. The smaller merchants, especially those who carried 
on trade with Ireland and Europe were poorly represented and 
Richard Champion held that those trading with the American main- 
land colonies had only a small voice in the Society’s affairs.3 Since, 

1 See Richard Pares, A West-India Fortune (London, 1950), p. 212. 

2 In addition, the Society from time to time created honorary freemen (see 


below, pp. 191-4). In many cases the freedom of the city was awarded about 
the same time (see Latimer, Annals, passim). 

3In a letter dated 11 Jan. 1775, Richard Champion wrote ‘there are not 
many of the American merchants who are members of the Hall’ (Champion 
Letter-book, New York Public Library, cited in P. T. Underdown, ‘Edmund 
Burke as member for Bristol’ (unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of London, 
1955), P. 40. 
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it is clear that Bristol’s main trading concern in this century was 
with Africa and the West Indies,1 the Society did, in fact, represent 
Bristol’s major trading interests. Moreover, on several occasions in 
the later 18th century, when there was a considerable body of 
mercantile opinion in Bristol not represented in the Society, mer- 
chants not free of the Hall were invited to take part in the general 
meetings. Thus, at the meeting on 2 April 1766, Bristol sugar bakers 
were present and on 18 January 1775, a deputation of merchants not 
members of the Society were admitted to the discussions on Ameri- 
can trade. 

During the 17th century, membership of the Society fluctuated 
but ,by the last decade it stood in the nineties.? In the early 18th 
century, the membership grew. The hundred mark was topped by 
17073 and the Society reached its largest size in 1737 with the spate 
of admissions in that year. Thereafter admissions did not com- 
pensate fully for the loss of members by death and by the 1790s 
membership had again fallen below a hundred. The fall continued 
and in 1800, the list of members totalled 89.4 But as membership 
was declining, so the total size of the merchant community in Bristol 
was falling. In the course of the century 639 merchants became 
free burgesses.5 But whereas 378 merchants became free before 
1750, including 74 in the first decade, only 261 became free after 
1750, with 49 obtaining their freedom in the last decade. There is 
in fact, a high correlation between the rate of entry into the freedom 
of the city by merchants and the rate of entry into the Society.® 
Thus, though its membership declined, the Society continued to 
attract a fairly stable percentage of the new merchants. 

Nevertheless there was a substantial group of merchants outside 
the Society. As in the 17th century,’ the evidence of the Burgess 
Rolls, of the port books and, when they become available, of the 
directories shows that, apart from the petty dealers, there were 

1 See, for example, my Tvade of Bristol, xii—xiv. 

2 McGrath, Society, p. xxi. 

3 On 14 Oct. 1708 ‘by reason of the increase of our numbers’ the Hall ordered 
that ‘no custom house officer (save members) be invited to dinner on November 


toth save the Collector, the Customers Inwards and Outwards and the 
Comptroller’. SMV B/P. 

4 These figures are derived from the list of attendances in the Books of 
Proceedings. The lists given there are obviously not completely accurate since 
it was ordered in 1777 that the names of Herbert Cother, George Wyrrall and 
Griffith Lort be left out of the list of this Society as they have not appeared for 
upwards of sixty years. 

5 J am most grateful to Mr I. V. Hall for compiling the figures of merchants 
who became free burgesses from the Burgess Books (BRO) for me. 

6 For decennial periods the correlation coefficient is +0°89; for three-yearly 
periods the coefficient is +0°72. I would like to thank Mr Esmond Cleary for 
these calculations. 

? McGrath, Society, p. xxi. 


many merchants who did not join the Society. Amongst those who 
were not members were some like William Freeman,! Evan Baillie,? 
Griffith Maskelyne and Samuel Peach? who were prominent in 
mercantile and civic affairs. Thus the Society did not embrace the 
whole of the merchant community but it did provide it with its most 
effective voice. 

At the same time as membership stagnated, the Society became 
more oligarchic. Whereas in the 1700s, the number of members 
present at the annual elections rarely fell below sixty and sometimes 
reached eighty while the attendance at ordinary Halls was always 
considerable,* attendance declined towards 1800. In 1763 there 
were 25 present out of 91, in 1769 there were 20 present out of 94 
and in 1772 there were 16 present out of 97 to take a few years at 
random.5 On 10 November 1800 only 20 were present and this had 
become the average. Many Halls in the later 18th century had an 
attendance of less than a dozen. Attempts to remedy the falling off 
were occasionally devised, but they were evidently half-hearted. 
Thus, in February 1748, two members were fined 3s. 4d. each for 
non-attendance, though the actual number of absentees on that 
occasion was seventy-nine. At the annual meeting in 1759, at which 
. only nineteen were present, it was ordered that the fine for non- 
attendance should be actually levied ; yet it is clear that the resolu- 
tion was treated as waste paper.® Sometimes non-attendance seems 
to have been deliberate as a protest against action to be taken by the 
Hall. Thus, when the freedom of the Society was presented to George 
Grenville in 1764 only fourteen members were present. Proposed 
action could also augment numbers. In 1777, the meeting of the 
Hall which passed a congratulatory address to the King was attended 
by thirty-one members, an unusually large number for this period’. 

1 Freeman, an American merchant, played a conspicuous part in the Bristol 
agitation for the repeal of the Stamp Act but was neither a member of the 
Society nor a free burgess (Savadge, ‘The west country’, p. 106). 

2 Later M.P. for Bristol, 1802-12. For his West Indian interests, see Pares, 
A West-India Fortune, pp. 175, 178, 206, 213, 215, 357. 

3 See G. H. Guttridge, The Correspondence of Edmund Burke, III, 1774-78, 


(Cambridge, 1961), p. 3. 
4 Latimer, Society of Merchant Venturers, p. 223. 


5 Year 1700 «61707 «1717 «1723S s:«1730)s«1737”)—Ss«1744 
Membership 96 103 107 107 128 132 118 
Present 19 37 55 31 49 44 40 
Year 1756 1763 1783 1789 «©1793 = 1800 
Membership 106 oI 102 104 97 89 
Present 26 25 21 14 24. 21 


6 Latimer, Society of Merchant Venturers, p. 223. 

? Here my interpretation differs from that of Latimer, Society of Merchant 
Venturers, p. 223. Latimer argues that the attendance was small in terms of the 
total membership whereas I argue that the attendance was large compared 
with the usual attendance. For the address, see below, p. 141. 
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The administration of the Society was in the hands of the master, 
two wardens and a treasurer, assisted by a paid official, the Hall 
Clerk. The officers of the Society were elected annually on 10 Novem- 
ber and they held office for one year. Apart from the first four 
masters of the century, who each served a double term, no member 
held the office of master for more than twelve months.1 The wardens 
similarly changed each year but the treasurer held office for a longer 
period. Altogether twelve members filled this office during the 18th 
century. The Society was also served by six Hall clerks during this 
period.2 To support the officers of the Society, ten assistants, the 
‘most discreet, wise and worthie men’, were also chosen annually. 
Commonly the great majority of these were present at meetings of 
the Hall while the proportion of the general membership who 
attended was usually much smaller. 

The business of the Society was normally done at the monthly 
meeting of the Hall, as it was usually described. This could only be 
called on the authority of the master so that on rare occasions the 
Society was not able to meet because of his absence.? But inevitably 
there was business to be done between the meetings of the Hall and 
this was usually attended to by the standing committee which met 
sometimes at the Hall or at the home of a member and frequently 
at the clerk’s office in the Exchange. On many occasions the drafting 
of the petition and sometimes even the decision whether or not to 
send a petition was left to the standing committee. For special 
purposes the Society established a committee charged with attending 
to a specific issue. Thus, during the discussions about the position 
of the Royal African Company, an African committee was set up 
and, later in the century, a committee was appointed on the question 
of American iron.4 | 

Throughout the century, the Society was strongly represented in 
the Common Council, the governing body of the city. In 1710, 18 
of the 41 members of the Common Council present at the meeting on 
8 November were members of the Society, including the mayor and 
six of the aldermen compared with twenty-four of the forty-three 
in 1684. In 1760, on 4 October, fourteen members of the Society 

1 With the exception of Henry Watts who completed the term left unexpired 
by the death of Sir John Duddlestone in 1715. The list of masters, wardens and 
treasurers is given in Latimer, Society of Merchant Venturers, pp. 328-31, 335. 

2 Francis Yeamans (—1701), Henry Fane (1701-26), Thomas Fane (1726-57), 
Samuel Worrall (1757-86), Jeremiah Osborne (1786-98), John Osborne (1798-). 

8 Josiah Tucker wrote to Nugent, 31 Aug. 1756, ‘The Merchants cannot 
address in their corporate capacity, because their master is now in N. Wales: 
and none other hath a legal power of calling an House’ (BM Add. Mss. 32867, 


f. 197). 
4 See below, pp. 6, 67, 76. 
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were present, of whom six were aldermen while on 11 December 
1799, thirteen of the forty-two were members of the Society, includ- 
ing five aldermen and one of the sheriffs.1 The Society accordingly 
provided forty-five out of the hundred and four occupants of the 
mayoralty and seventy-six out of the hundred and ninety-six persons 
who held the office of sheriff were free of the Society. Further, until 
1773, the City Chamberlain was a merchant venturer.? The slight 
reduction in the number of members of the Society who took an 
active part in city government reflected the changing character of 
the economic life of the city with other activities becoming more 
important but the Society remained the largest organised group 
which had representation in city government. 

As the Society was less dominant in the city government in the 
18th century, so its direct representation in Parliament was some- 
what less than it had been before 1700. Of the twenty-three members 
who represented the city between 1700 and 1800, eight were ordinary 
members of the Society. By them the Society was directly represented 
in Parliament from the beginning of the century until 1742 and again 
between 1774 and 1790. In addition, two of its members represented 
other constituencies, Sir James Laroche sat for Bodmin (1768-80) 
and Richard Combe for Aldeburgh (1774-80). For two fairly short 
periods early in the century, between 1701 and 1710 and between 
1714 and 1722 both city members were free of the Society while 
between 1774 and 1780 the Society had, in Cruger, Laroche and 
Combe, three representatives in Parliament. Of the remaining Bristol 
M.P.s in the eighteenth century, most of them had mercantile con- 
nections, either directly as merchants as Edward Colston, Edward 
Southwell, Matthew Brickdale, Sir Henry Lippincott and Richard 
Beckford had, or less directly as lawyers involved, like Robert 
Hoblyn, John Scrope and Jarrit Smith, in the mercantile concerns 
of the city. Interest not heredity was the guiding principle of selec- 
tion. Only in special circumstances did the electors of Bristol choose 
more widely as when they sent Robert Nugent,? Edmund Burke, 
Lord Sheffield and the Marquis of Worcester to Westminster. While 
the Society expected the Bristol M.P.s to be active in the interests of 


1 Calculated from lists in the CCP (BRO). 


2Calculated from A. B. Beavan, Bristol Lisis: Municipal and Miscel- 
laneous (Bristol, 1899). 


3 Nugent was chosen in 1754 because he had proved ‘a continual and success- 
ful advocate for the out-ports, when their own members remained silent, 
never failing to oppose the monopolising schemes of the City of London’ 
(J. Tucker, Review of Lord Clare’s Conduct (Gloucester, 1775), pp. 11-12). 
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their constituents and to act as their agents,! it was far from exer- 
cising complete control over the city members. With 5,000 voters, 
Bristol was no pocket borough. Because of the size of the electorate, 
the Bristol M.P.s were never simply nominees of the Society. Nor 
were they chosen by the Society. From the 1730s candidates were 
sponsored by the two Bristol political clubs: the Union Club (Whig) 
which met at the Bush tavern and the Steadfast Society (Tory)? 
which held its meetings at the White Lion. On occasion the two 
clubs, to avoid the expense of a contest, supported each other’s 
candidates. To these clubs was added in the 1760s, a product of the 
radical movement, the Independent Society® and the Constitutional 
and Loyal Society. Those merchants who were politically inclined 
found a means of expressing their opinions through these clubs 
rather than through the Society.4 


2. Petitions 

As an expression of opinion, a considered statement of grievances 
and as a protection against denials of right, the petition was a device 
of respectable antiquity. By the 18th century it was an accepted 
method by which cities and boroughs, gilds and companies, ad hoc 
groupings and individuals drew attention to issues about which they 
were concerned. As this collection of the petitions of the Society of 
Merchant Venturers of Bristol between 1698 and 1803 shows, the 
majority of petitions were addressed to the Houses of Parliament. 
Of the hundred and fifty-four petitions known to have been dis- 
patched by the Society in these years, ninety were presented to the 
House of Commons and ten to the House of Lords.5 


1See Lewis Namier, The Structure of Politics at the Accession of George III 
(London, 1929), I, 154. In return for diligence in the Society’s affairs the 
Bristol M.P.s were granted annual gifts of wine. Votes of thanks were also 
passed each year for services rendered. In 1780, however, thanks were voted to 
Burke only after some debate (SMV, B/P, 8 Nov. 1780) and in 1789 a vote of 
thanks was passed for Brickdale and not for Cruger. 

2 The minute books of the Steadfast Society, 1737-1818 are preserved with 
the records of the SMV. 

3See P. T. Underdown, Bristol and Burke (Bristol, 1961), pp. 5-6; I. 
Christie, The End of North’s Ministry, 1780-1782 (London, 1958), pp. 139-42; 
and G. Rudé, Wilkes and Liberty (Oxford, 1962), pp. 175, 179. 

4 A new development in the later 18th century was the formation, following 
the example of London, Glasgow and Liverpool, of a Bristol West India Club 
in 1777. Though it maintained contacts with the other clubs, the Bristol club 
appears to have had predominantly social functions. The chief commercial 
matters in which it was interested were Pitt’s Irish resolutions in March 1785, 
the commercial treaty with France in 1786, the alteration of the King’s tare in 
1789 and the African trade in the same year (see Lillian M. Penson, ‘The 
Bristol West India Club’, The West India Committee Circulay, 13 May 1920, 
pp. 132-5). The minute book of the West India Club (1782-1805) is in the 
Possession of the SMV. 

5 In addition, twenty-three were sent to the Privy Council, thirteen to the 
Treasury, and six to the Board of Trade. 
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The most-used device, the petition to the Commons is also the best 
documented. Petitions can be classified in a number of ways. A 
principal type, the legislative, was that seeking to introduce a Bill, 
or to influence the passage of a Bill already introduced; a second, 
the judicial, sought the rehearing of a case on appeal; a third, 
the administrative, commonly used in the 17th century but 
thereafter comparatively infrequent, called for specific administra- 
tive intervention by one of the Houses of Parliament; while the last 
category, customarily known as ‘public petitions’, called for an 
alteration in the general law.! The majority of the petitions of the 
Society of Merchant Venturers fall into this last category but on 
occasion the Society also drew up judicial petitions. 

‘The venerable institution of petition is the oldest of all parlia- 
mentary forms and the fertile seed of all proceedings of the House 
of Commons’, wrote Redlich.? In the course of the middle ages 
developments took place in the use of petitions and from the reign 
of Edward I to the reign of Henry VII petitions were the basis of 
legislation.* In 1571 a Committee of Grievances, to which petitions 
were referred was appointed by the House of Commons. From 1640 
there was a constant flow of petitions asking for peace, the dispersal 
of the army and for similar reliefs. So much so that the Government 
found them not only to be an embarrassment but also a source of 
civil commotion. On occasion petitioners who lived near London 
marched to the capital to present their petitions sometimes with 
much disorder. Accordingly, in 1648 Parliament made declarations 
against petitions being presented in a tumultuous manner.® 

After the Restoration, the procedure of petitioning the House of 
Commons was regulated by an Act of 1661 (13 Charles c.5) and by 
further orders in 1689 and 1699.° It was laid down that petitions 
must be fairly written, must be respectful, decorous and temperate 
in language, must conclude with a prayer, must be signed by the 
petitioners with their own hands by their names or marks, and must 
be presented by members of Parliament.’ In addition, the House of 

1 This paragraph is based on A Guide to the House of Lords Papers and 
Petitions, Section VI (House of Lords Record Office Memorandum No. 20), 

2 Ses ne p. 5. 18th century Parliaments spent much of their time con- 
sidering petitions concerned with the troubles of private individuals. Not until 
the 19th century was the hearing of appeals left exclusively to the law lords. 

3 J. Redlich, Procedure of the House of Commons (London, 1908), II, 239. 

4. Porritt, The Unreformed House of Commons (Cambridge, 1909), p. 528. 

5 Parliamentary History, III, 888; C. S. Emden, The People and the Con- 
stitution (Oxford, 1956), p. 74. 

6 Porritt, Unveformed House, p. 574. 


? With the single exception that petitions from the city of London could be 
presented by the sheriffs. 
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Commons decreed in 1697 that petitions against bills imposing taxes 
would not be received while the bills were pending in the House. 
Apart from this single category, the Commons rarely refused to 
allow a petition to be read. 

Once laid before the House a number of courses were open. If the 
bill for the presentation of which the petition appealed was ready, 
this could be presented if the House was agreeable. In other cases, 
the petition could be referred to a committee of the House. This had 
three main functions, to obtain and present supporting evidence to 
the House; or to state its opinion on the matters with which the 
petition dealt or, to report on matters of fact contained in the 
petition. On occasion reference of a petition to a committee was 
made not for elucidatory but for delaying purposes.? Petitions against 
Bills could take either of two forms: either praying that this Bill may 
not pass into a Law,? or praying some alteration or provision be 
made in it.4 Commonly petitions against bills were heard on the 
second reading but very occasionally permission was granted on the 
third reading.5 The Commons not only debated the subjects of peti- 
tions but frequently heard petitioners at the Bar of the House. There 
the petitioners could either put their case themselves or be represen- 
ted by counsel® and witnesses could be called to support allegations. 
Finally, the House could order that the petition lie on the table, 
that is, decide that no action should be taken on the matter. Peti- 
tions to the House of Lords were governed in the main by the same 
rules as those which applied to petitions to the Commons. The 
correct formula had to precede the text and a prayer had to conclude 
the petition which was to be temperately worded. From 1688 each 
petition to the Lords had to be signed by the peer presenting it on 
behalf of the petitioner. But the use of petitions did not go un- 
challenged. Though the Bill of Rights maintained that ‘it is the right 
of the subjects to petition the King, and all commitments and 

1 On 13 March 1764 ‘as it was contrary to the rule of the House of Commons 
to admit petitions against a tax, the master was asked to write to the M.P.s 
for the city to oppose the bill which allowed no drawback on white callicoes 
or foreign linens exported from Great Britain to the colonies’ (SMV B/P). 
A petition of the merchants of Bristol against the revival of the duties on salt 
was rejected by the Comrhons on 22 Feb. 1731 similarly because the petition 
concerned a supply bill (CJ X XI, 800). 


2See The Liverpool Tractate: An Eighteenth Century Manual on the Pro- 
cedure of the House of Commons, ed. Catherine Strateman (New York, 1937), 


Pp. 44. 

3 See below, for example, pp. 93, 123, 128. 

4 See below, pp. 45, 51, 137. 

5 Liverpool Tractate, p. 35. 

8 See below, for example, pp. 50, 55. In 1738 the Speaker had to point out 
that the House could not hear both petitioner and counsel, but only one of the 
two, P. Howarth, Questions in the House (London, 1956), p. 16. 
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prosecutions for such petitioning are illegal’, this did not deter the 
Government from imprisoning those who presented the Kentish 
petition in 1701.1 But this action provoked a storm. Two years later 
a resolution was passed in the Commons that ‘it was the undoubted 
right of the people of England to petition and address the King, for 
the calling, sitting, and dissolving of parliaments, and for the re- 
dressing of grievances’.? The right to petition was thus secured and 
survived, not without challenge, throughout the 18th century. 
Though some of the legislation passed in the last years of the century 
placing restrictions on associations and public meetings may have 
hampered the drawing up of petitions in those years, Pitt in 1795 
affirmed ‘the right of the people to express their opinions on political 
men and measures, and to discuss and assert their right of petitioning 
all branches of the legislature.’3 And the right of petitioning was to 
be used with greater frequency in the roth century than it had been 
in the previous one.4 

Procedure relating to the formulation and presentation of peti- 
tions to the Houses of Parliament was more detailed and precise 
than that relating to petitions presented to other bodies. But the 
influence of parliamentary procedure was strong. In the case of the 
Society the parliamentary form was adopted for all other petitions, 
only the form of address differed. 

Not all the other bodies had a recognised procedure but the Privy 
Council had established rules for dealing with petitions. By an order 
of 1668, ‘nothing is hereafter to be resolved in Councill, till the 
matter... have the opinion of some committee, ... Nothing be re- 
ferred to any committee, until it have been first read at the Board.’® 
This rule to refer all petitions to the proper persons and places ‘in 
order to a full information of the fact by reports’ had been found 
advantageous because very few requests were ‘of the nature to 
allow of a final determination at the first reading (unless they were 
rejected).’ Petitions to the Privy Council relating to the Custom 
House and revenue were generally referred to the Treasury; those 
relating to complaints about maritime matters and the sailing of 
ships, to the Admiralty ; anything relative to the plantations or new 
proposals about trade, to the Board of Trade; and points of law 
were usually referred to the Attorney General or Solicitor General 

1 William R. Anson, The Law and Custom of the Constitution (4th ed. Lon- 
don, 1911), I, 374. 

2 Parliamentary History, V, 1339-40. 

3 Parliamentary History, XXXII, 274. 

41785-89, 880 petitions were presented; 1827-31, 24,492; 1873-77, 


91,846 (Anson, Law and Custom, I, 373). 
5 BM Egerton Mss 2543, f. 205. 
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or both. Though this procedure of reference potentially provided 
for greater wisdom in judgment, it was not without disadvantages in 
terms of delay and cost. There were many desks upon which a 
petition might become lost as it travelled from Privy Council to 
Treasury to Customs Commissioners and back again, unless a 
solicitor was retained to see that it was not covered by the petitions 
of others whose agents were more persistent. The process could be 
cumbersome and costly even for the most simple requests.” 

The petitions of the Society originated in various ways. As a result 
of a discussion in the monthly meeting of the Hall of a trading ques- 
tion, it might seem reasonable to decide to take such action and 
accordingly the standing committee was asked to draw up a petition.® 
Or, the master drew the issue to the attention of the Hall which then 
decided to present a petition expressing the Society’s views.* Or, 
certain members of the Society might bring the problem before the 
Hall and urge that the Society should state its case in the form ofa 
petition.5 Alternatively, the Bristol M.P.s would suggest that the 
interests of the Society would be best safeguarded by the dispatch 
of a petition.® And, finally, petitions would be sent as the result of 
the request of another group of merchants, in London, Liverpool, 
Glasgow or Hull or at the behest of a particular body of interests 
such as the Blackburn Chamber of Commerce.’ The importance of 
drafting is clearly set out in The Liverpool Tractate, an 18th century 
manual on the procedure of the House of Commons. In particular 
it noted that ‘all petitions ought to be drawn as short and in terms 
as general as can possibly be conceived.’8 Similar advice was given 
to the Society by Robert Nugent in 1754. Insert ‘only those things 
in which there is a probability of succeeding [and] your memorial 
will be shorter and may be more effectual’, he wrote.? Once it had 
been drafted by the Hall clerk, commonly assisted by a few interested 
members, the Society’s petition was presented to a meeting of the 
Hall which approved it, sometimes with amendments. The petition 
was then signed by the master and the Hall Clerk and dispatched to 
London, usually by post but sometimes carried by a member of the 


1 The SMV employed a solicitor, for example, in 1698 and 1702. See below, 


= 3. 
PE This paragraph is based on the discussion in L. A. Harper, The English 
Navigation Laws (New York, 1939), pp. 128-9. 

83 See below, pp. 10, Ifo. 

4 See below, p. 181. 

5 See below, p. 76. 

6 See below, pp. 6, 112. 

7 See below, pp. 67, 69, 109, 128. 

8 Liverpool Tractate, p. 28. 

9 SMV Letters 1754-, dated 5 March 1765. 
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Society. In the case of a petition to the Commons it was ordinarily 
presented to the House by one of the Bristol M.P.s though on occa- 
sion another member might do so.1 Petitions to the Lords were 
presented by a sympathetic peer. But discretion whether to present 
was commonly left with the M.P. or peer. Sometimes the situation 
had altered after the petition had been drafted making its presenta- 
tion no longer necessary. Evidence that the petition was in fact 
presented can be ascertained from the Journals of the House of 
Commons or the Journals of the House of Lords. The procedure with 
other petitions was similar. Petitions to the Treasury, to the Board 
of Trade or to the Privy Council would be presented by one of the 
Bristol M.P.s or the Society would retain a solicitor in London to 
look after their interests in such matters. 

Petitioning was not an activity to be lightly undertaken for it was 
an expensive process. In 1750 for example the joint committee of the 
Corporation of Bristol and the Society concerned with the African Bill 
spent a total of £786, of which it eventually recovered £200 from the 
African Company.? The Corporation contributed £105 to the cost 
so that the net burden falling on the Society amounted to £481. 
- In 1753 it expended {100 towards the cost of the Levant petition, 
while in 1757 the cost of the American iron bill to the Society was 
f£or2. 

Petitioning by arrangement and in concert was one of the well- 
established techniques of political activity in the 18th century. 
In 1730 a petition was presented to the House signed by more than 
200 London merchants which was supported by similar petitions 
from merchants in Liverpool and Bristol, demanding a subscription 
for a new regulated Company to take over the monopoly of trade 
with India.* In 1749 the monopoly of the Hudson’s Bay Company was 
assailed with a well-organised barrage of petitions,® and in 1750 
there was an outpouring of petitions against the Royal African 
Company. ‘Even Rippon in Yorkshire which made nothing but spurs, 
not a single pair of which had ever gone to Africa’, as one writer 
dryly commented, ‘petitioned for open trade’.6 The degree of 
organisation in such instances can be documented from the ex- 
perience of the Society in its opposition to the Irish policy of Lord 


1 As was the case in April 1790, see below, p. 168. 

2 SMV B/P, 24 July 1755. 

3 SMV B/P, 9 Aug. 1753. , 

4Lucy S. Sutherland, The East India Company in Eighteenth-Century 
Politics (Oxford, 1952), p. 29. 

5 See E. E. Rich, History of the Hudson’s Bay Company (London, 1958), 


I, 653. 
6 BM Egerton Mss 1162A, f. 54, cited in Donnan, Documents, II, 474 n. 1. 
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North’s government in 1778. As well as sending a petition to Parlia- 
ment, a circular letter signed by the master was sent to every city 
and borough in the kingdom, a special delegation was sent up to 
London to manage the anti-Irish campaign, and a special committee 
was set up to confer with representatives with other cities and 
boroughs. | 

As the events of 1769 and 1779-80 showed, petitions were em 
ployed as vehicles of protest not merely by organisations like the 
Society of Merchant Venturers of the City of Bristol but more 
widely by popular movements. In such cases, signatures were 
invited to the petitions by all and sundry. Inevitably such methods 
of securing support aroused criticism.2 To cite a Bristol example, 
on 14 March 1763 a petition was presented to Parliament which 
has been signed unseen by ‘many of the most respectable names of 
Bristol’. Robert Nugent publicly defended his constituents but ad- 
monished them privately for such behaviour.’ In a vivid passage 
Samuel Johnson described how signatures were collected. ‘One man 
signs because he hates the papists; another because he has vowed 
destruction to the turnpikes; one because it will vex the parson; 
another because he owed his landlord nothing; one because he is 
rich; another because he is poor; one to show that he is not afraid; 
and another to show that he can write. ... As once we had a rebel- 
lion of the clowns’, he concluded, ‘we now have an opposition of the 
pedlars.”4 Yet such criticism was not entirely justified. The anomalous 
nature of the 18th century petitioning movement was a product of a 
rapidly changing society in which the franchise was still limited. 
As Professor Butterfield has written: it was ragged and untidy in 
several respects, and on occasion it was disreputable from some 
points of view, as many momentous things are at the very beginning, 
when new forces are being released and these are not yet disciplined, 
or adjusted to their constitutional function, or conducted into 
~ regular channels.5 

Less open to criticism was the petitioning activity of the Society, 
which did not normally invite outside signatures to its petitions. 
Moreover, if its petitions are examined, there can be no doubt that 
the great majority pass the test of relevance. Most of them were 
concerned either with local issues in which the Society was 


1 See Peter Fraser, ‘Public petitioning and Parliament before 1832’, History, 
XLVI (1961), 195-211. 

2The authenticity of petitions was mistrusted at an early stage in their 
use, see Emden, People and the Constitution, p. 79. 

3 See SMV Correspondence, 30 March 1763. 

4 The False Alarm (London, 1780), p. 48. 

5 George III, Lord North and the People, p. 219. 
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intimately involved or with aspects of national trading policy which 
affected the merchants of Bristol. The Society was but rarely drawn 
beyond the bounds of its competence. On occasion, moreover, it 
refused to use the circulated form of petition suggested by a particu- 
lar group of interests and insisted on drafting its own petition to 
represent the views of the Society. Nor did it always respond favour- 
ably to appeals for support.! Sometimes, however, the petitioning of 
the Society provoked comment as in 1727 in relation to the Jamaican 
trade. ‘What the Bristol merchants have to do in the negro trade to 
the Spanish settlements is surprizing’, wrote one critic, ‘since that 
trade is wholly in the hands of the South Sea Company. All the 
Bristol merchants can be concerned in is to be exempted from the 
duty on importation and exportation to other plantations but for 
them to ask an exemption of duty on exportation of negroes to the 
Spanish West Indies to which place they cannot export ’em is some- 
thing very odd’.? And solidarity with other merchants must be the 
explanation for the petition concerning the renewal of Arkwright’s 
patent rather than the direct interest of members of the Society.? 

In a letter to Lord Rockingham of 14 September 1775, Edmund 
Burke commended the use of petitions as ‘the only peaceable and 
constitutional mode of commencing any procedure for the redress of 
publick grievances’. Criticisms of the use of petitions had arisen 
because they had not been properly employed and followed up. ‘The 
presenting a petition,’ he continued, ‘was like the bringing of an 
action; the beginning only, not the whole of the suit ; and that they 
might easily discern, from their experience in their own affairs, 
what might be expected in Parliament from a petition against a 
road, a navigation, or an enclosure ; if the opposing parties satisfied 
themselves with merely presenting the petition; and should after- 
wards give themselves no sort of trouble about it’. And he con- 
cluded, ‘it was my advice, if they could not prevail upon them- 
selves to follow up their petition by a regular sollicitation, pursued 
through all the modes of civil resistance, and legal opposition, that 
they should not present it at all.’4 

Petitions, however, were not the only means of political pressure. 
Other courses were often adopted by the Society of Merchant 
Venturers and similar groups. The Society maintained a constant 
correspondence with the Bristol M.P.s upon commercial issues of 


1 See below, p. 94. 

2BM Add Mss 22676, f. 43. 

3 See below p. 152. 

4Guttridge, Burke, p. 208. See also letter of 24 Jan. 1780 to Richard 
Champion (Woods, Burke). 
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the day. When occasion demanded, it sent some of its members to 
London as a deputation to represent the interests of the Society. It 
passed resolutions upon commercial matters which were communi- 
cated to the body concerned and it addressed letters to ministers of 
the government, to government departments and to other bodies 
upon issues which affected the commerce of Bristol. Other less 
formal means were also used. But the petition was the most developed 
and stylised form of political pressure. It presented the views of the 
Society in the most considered, measured and articulate form. Thus 
while there was a continuous stream of letters to and from the 
Society, the petition was used, often when legislation was involved, 
when all other means had failed. It was a weapon of last resort. 
For this reason the record of the petitioning of the Society of Mer- 
chant Venturers in the 18th century represents an account of those 
issues which touched the life of the port of Bristol most nearly during 
those years. 


3 The Issues 


Dominating the commercial issues with which the Bristol Society of 
Merchants was concerned in the 18th century was the question of the 
African slave trade. More petitions were drafted, more letters were 
exchanged, more deputations were sent on this subject than on 
any other issue. This volume opens with the petitions which formed 
part of the successful campaign by which the monopoly of the Royal 
African Company was breached in 1698.2 Before that date Bristol 
ships had engaged in the trade both under licence and as interlopers. 
By the Act of 1698 the independent traders gained the right to par- 
ticipate in the African slave trade but it was an uneasy compromise. 
Between 1706 and 1714 the Company made a further attempt to 
regain its former position. Again the Society petitioned and again the 
Company was defeated.? Free trade was achieved not by the theories 
of economists but by the practical arguments of practical men, by 
mobilising a solid almost national opposition to monopoly through 
the machinery of the petition. 

The South Sea Company was also seen as a threat to the separate 
traders. Bristol merchants feared that the Assiento Contract* would 
restrict the trade of Bristol merchants. The Society petitioned in 

1See Guttridge, Burke, passim: also P. T. Underdown, ‘Edmund Burke, 
the commissory of his Bristol constituents, 1774-1780’, English Historical 
Review, LXXIIT (1958), 252-269. 

2 See below, pp. 2-4. 


3 See below, pp. 6-7, 8, 9. 
4 See below, p. 28. 


1720 and again in 1729, sharing the cost of the campaign with 
London and Liverpool merchants.1 

Because of the financial problems of the Royal African Company, 
from 1730, the government made an annual grant of £10,000 for the 
support of forts on the coast of west Africa.? Increased to £20,000 in 
1744 because of additional expenses incurred during the war, the 
grant was withheld in 1746 when it became plain that some more 
drastic solution was necessary. The final battle with the African 
Company was then joined. After a Parliamentary contest which 
lasted from 1748-50, a new company in which the merchants of 
London, Liverpool and Bristol were represented, was set to ad- 
minister the government grant for the African forts.3 

The tide was running against the chartered companies in the 1740s. 
In 1741 the Bristol Society complained that the East India Company 
had used its monopoly to raise the price of saltpetre and urged that 
free imports might be allowed.4 In 1749 the Society joined unsuccess- 
fully in the barrage directed against the Hudson’s Bay Company. On 
this occasion the Commons rejected the petitions and ruled that there 
was no cause for annulling the charter, throwing the trade open or 
interfering with the Company.® More successful was the campaign 
against the Levant Company which resulted in a relaxation of that 
monopoly in 1753.6 Thus a major theme of the Society’s petitioning 
in the 18th century was its opposition to the monopolies of the great 
chartered companies. 

As a result of the Seven Years’ War, Senegal came into English 
hands. The Society disputed the proposal of Samuel Touchet, a 
London merchant for a monopoly of this trade and after prolonged 
consideration Senegal was placed under the jurisdiction of the Afri- 
can Company.’ Twenty years later, protests against renewed French 


1 See below, pp. 10, 14, 26-30 Donnan, Documents, II, xxxiv—xl. 

2 See below, pp. 34-5, 58-9, 61. An attempt by the Company to improve 
its position in 1726 was also repulsed (see below, p. 21). See also Donnan, 
Documents, II, 337~9, 433-7. 

3 See below, pp. 67-9, also Donnan, Documents, II, 471-85; E. C. Martin, 
The British West African Settlements (London, 1927), pp. 8-14. A later attempt 
by the government to withhold the annual grant for the forts was defeated, 
with the help of Nugent (SMV B/P, 27 March 1756). 

4See below, pp. 52-4. The Society had earlier discussed the East India 
Company in 1721 (below, p. 13). It did so again in 1765 and 1768 (below, pp. 
100, IIT). 

5 See ee Ppp. 69-70. Josiah Tucker was a staunch opponent of the com- 
mercial monopolies. He criticised the Hudson’s Bay Company in his Essay 
on Tvade (London, 1749) and The Elements of Commerce and Theory of Taxes 

(1755); see R. L. Schuyler, Josiah Tucker (New York, 1931), pp. 166-178. 
- 6 See below, p. 77. Josiah Tucker published his Reflections on the Expediency 
of Opening the Trade to Turkey (London, 1763). 

7 See below, pp. 96, 97-8; also SMV B/P, 31 Jan. 1767 and Letters 1754— , 
2 Feb. 1767. Another proposal for the African trade was discussed in 1778 
(below, p. 147). ie 
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attempts to secure a foothold on the Gold Coast failed to gain the 
support of the government and the French were able to establish 
themselves there.! But in 1791 the Society was able to secure the 
amendment of the Sierra Leone settlement bill.” 

The question of slavery split opinion in Bristol late in the century. 
In opposition to the anti-slavery campaign, the Society authorised 
the standing committee to spend up to £200 and sent petitions to 
the Board of Trade and to Parliament when the matter came under 
discussion between 1788 and 1792.° Earlier the Society had opposed 
the action of colonial legislatures in attempting to place duties on 
the importation of negroes. After a succession of protests, the 
Virginia Assembly passed an Act in 1732 which took notice of the 
objections of English merchants. The duty, which was made an 
ad valorem and not a specific duty, was to be levied on the buyer 
and not on the seller as heretofore.4 The South Carolina legislature 
agreed to introduce similar legislation in 1735.5 The Society also 
protested against duties imposed by Jamaica on the import of slaves.® 

The hazards of seaborne commerce provided the Society with 
fairly frequent cause for complaint. Piracy, quarantine, prizes, 
Spanish depredations, wrecks, and Mediterranean passes were 
amongst the issues about which the Society petitioned. In 1717 they 
complained to the Privy Council about pirates in West Indian 
waters.’ Then, for nearly two decades between the mid-1720s and 
the mid-1740s, Bristol merchants were disturbed by the activities 
of armed Spanish coastguard vessels which, because they were 


1 See below, pp. 158-9; Martin, West African Settlements, p. 28. 

2 See below, pp. 175-77. 

$ Both Clarkson and Wesley visited Bristol campaigning against slavery and 
a committee for the abolition of the African slave trade set up there in February 
1788, with John Harford as chairman, petitioned Parliament. The Society sent 
a memorial to the Board of Trade (below, pp. 161-2). The following year a 
petition was sent to the Commons (below, pp. 165-6). A memorial drawn up in 
July was not presented (below, p. 168). A further petition was sent to the 
Lords in 1792 (below, pp. 178-9). 

4See below, pp. 25-6, 42. The Liverpool petition is printed in Donnan, 
Documents, IV, 123-4. Earlier a Bristol merchant, Samuel Jacob had petitioned 
against the operation of the 1723 Act (see Donnan, Documents, IV, 120). 
Other material relating to this question is to be found in Donnan, Documents, 
IV, 66, 86, 102-17, 137, 140, 144, 146. In 1770 the SMV opposed the zo per cent 
duty passed by the Virginia Assembly in 1769. The Act was repealed by 
Order in Council in 1772. Donnan, Documents, IV, 151-6. 

5 See below, pp. 42-3; also Donnan, Documents, IV, 274-76; C. Sellers, 
Charleston Business on the Eve of the Revolution (Chapel Hill, 1934); David 
Wallace, The Life of Henry Laurens (New York, 1915), pp. 80-83. 

6 See below, pp. 24—5, 36, 37-9, 42-3, 128-9, 133; also Donnan, Documents, 
II, 194, 317-8, 440-1, 552-3; and Acts of the Privy Council (Colonial), V, 

06-8. 


? See below, p. 9. For the Sallee rovers in 1715 see below, p. 9 and for piracy 
on the African coast in 1719, see my Tvade of Bristol, pp. 140-1. 


rewarded almost on a commission basis, behaved practically as 
privateers.2 

War brought with it appeals for the protection of Bristol shippine: 
In 1742 protection against Spanish privateers was requested :2 
in 1743 the Society asked that the island of Lundy should be de- 
fended :3 in 1744, 1745 and 1762, the Admiralty was requested to 
station warships on the African coast* and also periodically to 
provide convoys for Bristol shipping.® Protection against pirates 
was sought in 1754 and 17596 and an amendment of the regulations 
for the disposal of prizes was requested in 1757 and 1778’ while the 
Society protested in 1758 and 1759 that the plans for manning the 
navy would adversely affect the operation of privateers.8 Both 
during the Seven Years’ War and during the American War of 
Independence, the Society petitioned for the amendment of regula- 
tions relating to the export of guns and ammunition.? After 1763 the 
Society applied for an extension of the time allowed for the impor- 
tation of sugar from islands relinquished by the British without 
payment of duty!9 and in 1781 they protested against the proposal 
to confiscate private property in the Danish islands of St Martin and 
St Eustatius. 

In 1720 and 1721 Bristol petitions regarding quarantine played a 
minor part in the assault on the Walpole administration led by 
London merchants.1? In 1763 and 1766 the Society again petitioned 
about quarantine regulations,13 while Mediterranean passes were the 


1 See below, pp. 21, 22, 23, 26, 39-41, 45-6, 47-50; also R. Pares, Way and 
Trade in the West Indies (Oxford, 1936), pp. 14-28; G. H. Nelson, ‘Contra- 
band trade under the Asiento’, American Historical Review, LI(1945), 55-67; 
J. McLachlan, Trade and Peace with Old Spain (Cambridge, 1940). For the 
case of the Anna Maria, see also ed Trade of Bristol, pp. 145-7. For French 
depredations, see below, pp. 46, 4 

2 See below, p. 54 and my Trade ‘of Bristol, p. 152. 

3 See below, PP. 55-6, 61. 

4 See below, pp. 56-8, 59-60, 95. 

5 See below, pp. 61, 62-3, 63-4, 64-6. 

6 See below, pp. 82-3, 93-4. See also my Trade of Bristol, pp. 157-9. 

7 See below, pp. 89-91, 147. 

8 See below, pp. 92-4. Early in 1759 the mayor complained that the impress- 
ment of seamen was affecting the Newfoundland trade (see PRO CO 194/14). 

9 See below, pp. 85-7, 128, 129-30: see also my Trade of Bristol, p. 51. 
Because of the appearance of American privateers off the English coast, 
they asked that coastal vessels should be armed in 1781 (below, pp. 142-3). 
They also considered the bill to prohibit the ransoming of ships taken by the 
enemy (below, p. 152). 

10 See below, pp. 98-9, 99-100. This is an example of the clash between the 
interests of London and the outports (below, p. 67). 

11 See below, pp. 150-1. 

12 See below, pp. 10-11, 11-12 and A. J. Henderson, London and the National 
Government, 1721-1742 (Durham, N. C., 1945), PP- 33-45, 49, 52-4. 

18 See below, pp. 96, 107-8. 
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subject of petitions in 1720 and 1750.1 In 1775 Burke persuaded the 
Society to support his unsuccessful proposal for a law for redress in 
the case of plundered shipwrecks. At the end of the century, in 
1798, they supported a bill for the relief of shipowners.? 

The problems of colonial trade were also a matter of major concern 
for the Society. Apart from the question of negro duties already dis- 
cussed, Bristol merchants petitioned on a number of other issues. 
They were concerned about colonial debts ;4 about trade in cotton 
and rice ;§ and about trade in American iron. They supported the 
Iron Act of 1750 although its provisions were confined to London,’ 
but were able as a result of the great increase in the price of English 
bar iron after the outbreak of war, to secure a removal of this 
limitation in 1757.8 In 1773 the Society helped to secure the rejection 
of Quincy’s proposal to make steel in America and export it to 
Britain.9 

On several of the major issues which affected relations with the 
American mainland colonies, the Society petitioned. In 1733 the 
Molasses Act provoked considerable discussion in the Society which 
supported the West Indian merchants and planters.19 Four years 
later, like other outport merchants, the Society unsuccessfully op- 
posed a bill to allow the planters to export sugar directly to foreign 
markets.11 In the 1760s Bristol merchants evinced little interest in 
the passage of laws affecting the colonies, it was when their profits 


1 See below, pp. 11-12, 13, 31-4. 

2 See below, pp. 133, 139-40. 

3 See below, p. 186. 

4See below, pp. 35-7, 79; Cal SP(Col), 1731, xx-xxi, 229, 323-4; Cal 
SP(Col), 1732, XX-xxi, 12, 15, 25-7, 35,38, 43, 57; G. L. Beer, British Colonial 
Policy, 1754-65 (London, 1907), p. 180. 

5 See below, pp. 43-44. 

6 See below, p. 51. | 

7 See below, pp. 76-7. In 1737 Bristol ironmasters and ironmongers had 
petitioned in favour of the free import of American iron (see T. S. Ashton, 
Ivon and Steel in the Industrial Revolution (Manchester, 1924), chap. V). 
Ashton suggests that the special privilege to London was the result of its 
remoteness from the chief producing areas (Ibid. p. 120). 

8 See below, pp. 87-9, 91-2. The Society petitioned both Commons and Lords 
on this occasion. The previous year Josiah Tucker had published The Case of 
the I satni of Bar Ivon from Our Own Colonies of North America (London, 
1756). 

9 See below, p. 123. 

10 See below, pp. 41-2; also R. Sheridan, ‘The Molasses Act and the Market 
Strategy of the British Sugar Planters’, Journal of Economic History, XVII 
(1957), 62-83. John Scrope, M.P. for Bristol spoke in the debate on 21 Feb. 
1733 on the question of trade with Ireland (Stock, Proceedings, IV, 180, 183). 
See below, p. 35. 

11 On the analogy of rice which, from 1730, could be shipped from Carolina 
to places south of Cape Finisterre (see below, pp. 43, 50-1). Bristol Corporation 
and the merchants and traders of Bristol also opposed this proposal. In the 
event the 1739 Act ‘accomplished little more than to give the planters a 
weapon to harass the sugar buyers’ (Sheridan, ‘The Molasses Act’, p. 75). 
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were affected that they protested. Thus, while the Stamp Act was 
passing through Parliament, the Society were requesting changes in 
the Revenue and Currency Acts of 1764 to relieve the stagnation in 
trade.! Similarly, protests against the Stamp Act swelled as the 
colonial reaction became known. In the agitation for repeal, the 
Society played a prominent part. 

A by-product of the campaign for the amendment of the Revenue 
Act was the agitation for free ports in the West Indies to allow 
vessels from foreign colonies in the Caribbean to trade with certain 
British ports there. With the support of Bristol sugar-bakers and the 
merchants of other outports the Dominica free port bill became law 
in 1766.3 In 1774 and again in 1785 the Society petitioned for the 
continuance of free ports in the West Indies. 

Between 1766 and 1774 opinion in the Society hardened in sup- 
port of the government’s American policy. While Bristol merchants 
not free of the Society urged the repeal of the Townshend duties 
and petitioned the King, the Society itself took no action.® Late in 
1774, when the American merchants in the Society urged the 
master, Robert Smith, to call a Hall to discuss the corn question, he 
refused to do so® while early in the following year, a petition about 
American trade was only passed at the second attempt with the 
assistance of merchants not free of the Hall.’ Later in 1775 both the 
Common Council and the Society decided to make their peace with 
the ministry$ and bestowed their freedom on Lord North while, 


1 See below, pp. 100-2. 

2See below, pp. 102-5. Barlow Trecothick later recounted that, at the 
beginning of December 1766 the London merchants ‘were called on by the 
Bristol merchants. This hastened our meeting for all the merchants trading to 
North America’ (BM Add Mss 33030 f. rox cited in L. S. Sutherland, ‘Edmund 
ante and the first Rockingham ministry’, English Historical Review, XLVII 

1932), 64. 

3 See below, pp. 105-6. The Society also interested itself in the government of 
the West Indies. In 1726 it supported the continuance of the municipal laws 
of Jamaica (below, p. 23); in 1754, the proposal to make Kingston the capital 
(below, pp. 81-2); in 1767, the plan for a separate government for Dominica, 
and in 1768, the proposal for changes in the internal government of Jamaica 
(below, p. 110). 

4 See below, pp. 124-5, 125-6, 155. 

5 A loyal address was sent in 1769 (below, p. 112). 

6 See below, p. 130. On 2 March 1775 James Harford wrote to Burke that 
‘the Indian Corn Bill stands as much to thy credit as if thou had a great deal 
more trouble to effect the business’. 

7 See below, pp. 130-2. On 10 Jan. 1775 Burke wrote to Richard Champion, 
“if the merchants had thought fit to interfere last winter before the passing of 
the penal laws, the distresses of this might certainly have been prevented’ 
(G. H. Guttridge, The Correspondence of Edmund Burke, III (Cambridge, 
1961). For the effect of the non-importation agreements on Bristol trade, 
see my Trade of Bristol, pp. 48-50. 

8 The Society petitioned against the Prohibitory Act which became law on 
22 Dec. 1775 (below, p. 136). 
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after the outbreak of war, the collapse of the American trade and 
the rise in the prices of many imported commodities confirmed 
merchants in support of the government. Loyal addresses were 
sent in 1777 and 1779.1 Apart from problems relating to the West 
Indies, American affairs thereafter cease to be the concern of the 
Society.” | 

Throughout the 18th century Bristol merchants were as deter- 
mined as the nation at large that Ireland should be kept in a sub- 
ordinate position. The Society held that direct trade between Ireland 
and the colonies should be prohibited? and that Irish trade should be 
determined by English needs.* Moreover, since Bristol’s Irish trade 
was largely in the hands of Irish merchants, those most directly 
concerned in the trade had but a small place in the counsels of the 
Society.5 Only when rising food prices caused alarm did the Society 
support the free importation of Irish provisions into Great Britain.® 
Any other changes were opposed by the Society.’ Seemingly it was 
unaffected by the shift in opinion. After 1750 both the Bristol 
M.P.s, Jarrit Smith and Robert Nugent supported freer trade with 
Ireland as did Josiah Tucker in his Essay in Trade.® Burke too failed 
to carry his constituents with him when Lord North’s Irish pro- 
posals were tables in 1778. Not since the Stamp Act crisis had the 
Society acted with such vigour. Petitions were drawn up, circular 
letters distributed, a special committee was set up and a deputation 
was sent to London to combat them. Burke expressed the hope that 
the merchants of Bristol ‘will discern that a great Empire cannot at 
this time be supported upon a narrow or restrictive scheme either of 
commerce or government’. But the Society replied immediately that 

1 See below, pp. 141, 148. 

2 See below, pp. 139, 152-3. 

3In his Essay on the State of England in Relation to its Trade (Bristol, 1695) 
John Cary, a member of the SMV, held that Irish trade was destructive of 
English interests. In 1703 the Society opposed the direct export of Irish linens 


to the colonies and in 1731 the direct import of sugar from the colonies into 
Ireland (below, p. 35). 

4In 1708, 1709 and 1711 the Society opposed moves to tax the import of 
Irish yarn more heavily as they held this trade to be advantageous (see below, 
pp. 6, 7-8, 8-9). 

5 A letter to the Bristol Gazette on 29 March 1787 stated ‘the trade to Ireland 
is chiefly carried on by those that come hither from thence’. 

8 See below, pp. 94-5, 98, 99, 100. The SMV also petitioned about the import 
of Irish tallow in 1764 (below, p. 98). 

7? The SMV opposed the relaxation of the prohibition of Irish coarse cloth 
imports (below, p. 80); the Irish attempt to tax imported manufactures in 
1765 and the new Irish Book of Rates (SMV B/P, 23 Dec. 1765). 

8In 1788 Jarrit Smith presided over a Parliamentary committee which 
recommended the free importation of livestock from Ireland, a proposal which 
was supported by Robert Nugent. They also supported the proposal to remove 
eh duties on Irish tallow in 1758 (Underdown, Parliamentary history, 
Pp. 105). 
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‘the interest of your constituents and of the English manufactures 
call for your strenuous opposition to this plan’. 

To convince the Society, facts were more powerful than argu- 
ments. Late in 1779, the successful French attack on the West 
Indies, the harassing of British shipping by French and American 
frigates and the mustering of Grattan’s volunteers led to a change of 
heart. The Society quickly accepted the government’s new proposal 
for the liberalisation of Irish trade.2 But while the Bristol merchants 
gave ground on this occasion, their dislike of a more liberal Irish 
policy continued.® Together with trading and manufacturing interests 
throughout England they vigorously opposed Pitt’s Commercial 
Propositions in 1785 and helped to wreck his attempt to encourage 
Irish trade.4 

After the mid-century the Society was concerned with the problem 
of high food prices. In the 1750s and 1760s it advocated the free 
import of grain and the banning of distilling.® A new corn law passed 
in 1773 proved unsatisfactory in operation and it was amended in 
1781 to provide for the appointment of an inspector to ascertain 
and publish weekly prices in London.6 A proposal to extend this 
provision to all the maritime counties was opposed by the Society 
in 1785’ but the opposition failed to prevent the bill becoming law 
in 1789.8 A further measure including clauses providing for the for- 
feiture of any vessel for any infringement of the law, a penalty which 
the Society regarded as ‘very excessive’, was opposed but despite 
protests became law in 1791.9 In addition to these matters, the 
Society petitioned from time to time on a variety of other issues. 


1 See below, pp. 146, 147; also Guttridge, Burke, p. 426 (9 April 1778); 
429 (13 April). The master added, ‘We are sorry that we are likely to be de- 
prived of so able an advocate as Mr. Burke’. Two of his letters, Burke published 
as a pamphlet, Two letters from Mr. Burke to Gentlemen in the city of Bristol on 
the bills depending in Parliament relative to the trade of Iveland (London, 1778) 
see Guttridge, Burke, 431. More than any other question, the Irish issue ex- 
plains why Burke ceased to be M.P. for Bristol in 1780. 

2 See below, p. 149. 

3 At the behest of the Bristol sugar refiners the SMV opposed the proposed 
Irish sugar duties but on this issue the British government stood firm and the 
suggestion of a reduction of the duty on English refined sugar from 12s. to 
gs. 22d. was accepted by the Committee in Dublin. For this incident see H. 
Butterfield, George III, Lord North and the People, 1779-80 (London, 1949), 
PP. 365, 372-3, 382. See below, p. 149. 

4See below, pp. 153-5, 156. Josiah Tucker published his Reflections on the 
Present Matters in Dispute between Great Britain and Iveland (Dublin, 1785). 

5 See below, pp. 89, I1O—-ITI. 

8 See D. G. Barnes, A History of the English Corn Laws (London, 1930), pp. 
49-51. 

7 See below, pp. 155-6. 

8 See below, pp. 166-7. 

9 See below, pp. 170-1, 172-3. 
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On a number of occasions it was concerned with the operation of 
the excise laws,! particularly as they affected rum,? with duties, 
with bounties,4 and with smuggling.5 More often the problems of the 
Newfoundland trade were dealt with by letter and inquiry, but the 
Society did petition about the trade occasionally.6 At the mid- 
century, possibly because Dr. Josiah Tucker appears to have had 
some influence with some members of the Society at this time,’ the 
Society petitioned on the question of gin-drinking,?® on the naturalisa- 
tion of foreign protestants,9 and of Jews.19 In 1783 the Society 
opposed the continuance of Arkwright’s patent.1! 

Finally the Society was concerned about local issues. Of these the 
most important was the condition of the harbour of Bristol. Problems 
involving the operation of the port,12 the customs system there,!® 
minor matters of port management!4 and major schemes of port 
improvement!® were all the Society’s concern. More widely it was 
interested in the approaches to Bristol. The Society supported canal 
schemes to improve water carriage to the port,16 schemes for light- 
houses,?? and for buoys and charts.18 Periodically, it was also con- 
cerned with the postal facilities for Bristol.19 Although postal com- 
munications with London were good and improved late in the cen- 
tury,29 services with other parts of the country were less good. It 
may well be that this deficiency contributed in some small degree to 
the decline in Bristol’s trading position in the later 18th century. 
Other problems also attracted the attention of the Society. In the 


1 See below, pp. 42 (tobacco and rice), 44-5 (liquor), 152 (sugar), 168 (tobacco). 
2 See below, pp. 123-4, 168, 169-70. 
3 See below, pp. 3 (sugar), 5 (salt), 97 (cyder), 108-9 (linen), 140 (currants). 

4 See below, PP. 52 (fish), 77 (naval stores), 94 (hemp, flax and silk), 112 
(silk). 

5 See below, p. 149. 
6 See below, pp. 9, 136. 
7 See below, p. 88. 
8 See below, pp. 77-8. 
9 See below, p. 78. 

10 See below, p. 80; also Thomas W. Perry, Public Opinion, Propaganda, and 
Politics in Eighteenth-Century England, A Study of the Jew Bill of 1753 (Cam- 
bridge, Mass. 1962). 

11 See below, p. 152. 

12 See below, pp. 5, 13-14, 147, 184; see also my The Port of Bristol in the 
Eighteenth Century (Bristol, 1962). 

18 See below, pp. 14-20, 114-22, 159-61, 163-4, 174-5, 177-8. 

14 See below, pp. 83-4, 180-1. 

15 See below, pp. 137-8, 188-9. 

16 See below, pp. 134, 135, 177, 181-3, 183-4. 

17 See below, pp. 42, 47; but it was critical of the scheme for the Smalls 
lighthouse (below, pp. 132-3, 143-4, 146). A light receipt for this lighthouse is 
printed in my Trade of Bristol, p. 126. 

18 See below, p. 113. 

19 See below, Ppp. 13, 108, III, 125, 153. 

20 See R. Tombs, Bristol "Royal Mail (Bristol, n.d.), pp. 7-23. 
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1740s it carried on a campaign about wagering on the insurance of 
ships.t On other occasions it petitioned about proposals for the 
regulation of trials,? for road improvement,® for Ramsgate harbour,* 
and the Severn fishery.5 In local matters® as well as in national affairs 
the Society kept a watchful eye on developments which would 
affect the interests of its members. 

Thus the record of the Society is one of fairly consistent vigilance 
in defence of the interests of Bristol merchants, whether members of 
the Society or not. The record of achievement is mixed. The Society 
was successful in its petitioning when there was a wide enough body 
of informed and vigorous support deployed at an appropriate 
moment before a receptive administration. But the Society was not 
always successful, particularly when opposed by superior forces or 
in time of war when matters of trading advantage gave place to 
matters of security. The Society did not occupy a major position, 
the self-interest of its members was mainly short-run and it was not a 
pacemaker in the field of ideas. Its place was more modest. The 
Society was ‘an organised group possessing both formal structure 
and real common interests which attempted to influence the deci- 
sions of public bodies.’ It was, in terms of 18th century conditions, a 
useful and effective pressure group acting in a legitimate defence of 
local interests and giving rightful expression to local views. 

1 See below, pp. 52-3, 61, 63. 

2 See below, pp. 184-6. 

3 See below, pp. 142, 157-8. 

4 See below, pp. 80-1. 

5 See below, pp. 144-5. 

6 Other local matters included a hospital for seamen in Bristol (below, pp. 


64,168) and the supply of olive oil for the Gloucestershire woollen industry 


(below, PP- 54-5). 
* To borrow a phrase from W. J. Mackenzie, ‘Pressure groups in British 


government’, British Journal of Sociology, June 1955, p. 137. 
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THE RECORDS 


The basis of this volume is material drawn from two manuscript 
volumes in the possession of the Society of Merchant Venturers of 
the City of Bristol, the Book of Charters II and the Book of Petitions. 
The Book of Charters II has already been described by P. V. 
McGrath.! Of its 373 pages, the latter 188 concern the 18th century. 
The Book of Petitions is a similar volume covering the years 
1765-1850. Though given a different name, it is a sequel to the 
Book of Charters II. Of the 229 pages which have been used (the 
remainder are unpaginated), the first 129 pages cover the years 
1765-1800, the remainder deal with the nineteenth century. 

All the material to be found between March 1698 and March 1803 
contained in these two manuscript volumes is printed here. To 
facilitate use the material has not been printed completely in its 
original sequence but those entries which relate to honorary free- 
doms, to pilots, to the appointments and to charities and annuities 
have been taken out and printed separately. Thus the first section 
consists of the petitions, memorials, remonstrances and loyal ad- 
dresses (together with the related papers) while section ITI consists 
of the other material. In both sections, the chronological rather than 
the archive order has been followed in the few instances in which 
these do not coincide. The principles of presentation are explained 
in the introduction to each section. In all cases the page references to 
the manuscript volumes is given and anyone who wishes to re- 
construct the original sequence of the material can easily do so. It 
must however be noted that pp. 186, 188, 192-4, 198, 205, 216, 
252, 254, 256 and 307 of the Book of Charters II are blank. 

Other material in the possession of the Society of Merchant 
Venturers has also been used. The Society possesses two out-letter 
books which cover the years 1747-80 and 1781-1816 respectively. 
These are subsequently referred to as Letter Book I? and Letter | 
Book II.? It has a box of Letters 1754— which contains 30 bundles 
of letters, tied up according to the official year of office of the master, 
which ran from 10 November.* In a second box, there are the Papers 


1 Society, p. 1. Early in the century the Book of Charters II appears to have 
been used to enrol the petitions of other bodies or groups of individuals con- 
cerning trading matters. Thus the petition relating to quarantine in 1720 is 
described as the ‘humble remonstrance of the merchants and traders within 
the city of Bristol’. See also pp. 22, 23, 24. 

2 There are two gaps in this volume, between 29 March 1748 and 12 Nov. 
1753 and between Dec. 1775 and March 1777. 

3 Of the 534 pp., 322 pp. cover the period to March 1803. 

4 Bundles are available for the following years: 1754, 1755, 1757-62, 
1764-74, 1776-8, 1780-2, 1786-9go. 
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read at the Hall. These are a number of bundles of business papers, 
mainly from 1770 to the 1790s though a few relate to the 1760s con- 
cerned with the formal business of the Society. Copies of petitions, 
letters from merchants in other ports, returns relating to the port 
and other material are to be found here. In the Africa Trade Box 
there are papers concerned with the working of the African Trade 
Committee of the Society. Unfortunately the bulk of this material 
deals with the later eighteenth century while the first half of the 
century is sparsely documented. For the whole century, however, 
there are the series of Books of Proceedings which contain a record 
of the meetings of the Society and of its committees. Also in the 
custody of the Society are the minute books of the Steadfast Society 
(1737-1818) and the West India Society (1782-1848). The Society 
also possesses material relating to the purchase and subsequent 
operation of Champion’s Dock and the proposals for port improve- 
ment in the later eighteenth century. 

In 1897 John Latimer made for the Society a manuscript Calendar 
of Records of which volume II covers the eighteenth century. Like 
the earlier volume noted by P. V. McGrath, volume II of the Calen- 
dar is a selective analysis of the records of the Society which does 
not make full use of the records available. But as an outline guide to 
many of the activities of the Society in the eighteenth century, it is 
not without value. 

The purpose of this account of the records of the Society of 
Merchant Venturers has not been to provide a full archival guide but 
merely to indicate fairly briefly the documents which have been of 
use in the production of this volume. 

Copies of petitions of the Society and material relating to the 
petitions are to be found in other repositories ; the Southwell Papers, 
1739-54 (papers of Edward Southwell, M.P. for Bristol) in the Bristol 
Reference Library ; the Newcastle Papers in the British Museum and 
the papers in the House of Lords Record Office. But the most im- 
portant source outside the Society is the Public Record Office, 
London. Petitions of the Society are to be found in the files of the 
State Papers, Domestic, the records of the Board of Trade, of the 
Treasury, of the Admiralty and in the Colonial Office Series. 

Petitions of the Society are to be found in print in the Journal of 
the House of Commons, the Journal of the House of Lords, and in 
L. Stock, Proceedings and Debates of the British Parliaments respecting 
North America (Washington, 1927-41) which derives from them. 
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BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE 


The main printed source for the history of the Society is J. 
Latimer, The History of the Soctety of Merchant Venturers of the City 
of Bristol (Bristol, 1903). C. C. Clarke, The Society of Merchant 
Venturers of Bristol (Bristol, 1922) is also of interest. But the most 
substantial contribution to the history of the Society has been 
made by P. V. McGrath with his Records Relating to the Society of 
Merchant Venturers of the City of Bristol in the Seventeenth Century 
(Bristol Record Society, XVII[r952]).1 

The political context in which the Society operated is illuminated 
particularly by the work of Dr. P. T. Underdown and especially his 
unpublished M.A. thesis (University of Bristol, 1949) on ‘The 
Parliamentary History of the City of Bristol, 1750-1790’ ;2 by Wesley 
Savadge,? and by Professor G. H. Guttridge’s volume of The Cor- 
respondence of Edmund Burke, III (1774-78). Dr. J. A. Woods 
kindly allowed me to see the galley proofs of volume IV of the Burke 
Correspondence which covers the remainder of the period for which 
Burke was M.P. for Bristol.4 | 

The commercial history of Bristol in this period is discussed in my 
The Trade of Bristol in the Eighteenth Century, Bristol Record Society, 
XX (1957) and C. M. MacInnes, A Gateway of Empire (Bristol, 1939).° 

Details of books cited are given in full on the first occasion and 
subsequently in shortened form. The names of authors have been 
indexed so that the full details of a book may be easily found. 


1 See also his articles: ‘The Merchant Venturers and Bristol shipping in the 
early seventeenth century’, Mariner’s Mirror, XXVI (1950), 69-79 and ‘The 
Society of Merchant Venturers and the port of Bristol in the seventeenth 
century’, Trans. Bristol & Glos. Archaeol. Soc. LX XII (1953), 105-28. 

2 See also his ‘Edmund Burke as member of Parliament for Bristol; a study 
of his relations both with his colleague, Henry Cruger, and with his con- 
stituents’, unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of London, 1955; ‘Edmund 
Burke, the commissary of his Bristol constituents’, English Historical Review, 
LXXIII (1958), 252-69 and Bristol and Burke (Bristol, 1961). 

3 ‘The west country and the American mainland colonies, 1763-1783, with 
special reference to the merchants of Bristol’, unpublished B. Litt. thesis, 
University of Oxford, 1952. 

4 See also G. E. Weare, Edmund Burke’s Connection with Bristol from 1774 
to 1780 (Bristol, 1894). 

5 See also my ‘Bristol—metropolis of the west in the eighteenth century’, 
Ivans. R. Hist. Soc. 5th ser. IV (1954), 69-89; ‘The voyage of the snow 
Africa’, Maviner’s Mirror, XX XVII (1951), 187-96; and ‘The Virginia letters 
of Isaac Hobhouse, merchant of Bristol’, Virginia Magazine of History and 
Biography, LXVI (1958), 278-301. 
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1. PETITIONS AND OTHER PAPERS 


This section contains the petitions, memorials and remonstrances of 
the Society of Merchant Venturers between 1698 and March 1803, 
together with some related papers. The bulk of the material is drawn 
from the Book of Charters II and the Book of Petitions. It is clear, 
however, that these were working volumes and the care with which 
they were compiled depended on circumstances at the time and probably 
on the diligence of the particular clerk concerned. Thus these volumes 
do not contain all the petitions of the Society during this period. For 
some unknown reason, the Book of Charters II contains little but the 
appointment of pilots between 1685 and 1720 and thereafter not every 
petition was entered. Nor does the Book of Petitions contain a com- 
plete record of the Society’s petitions from 1765. To establish as com- 
plete an account as possible, a search has been made elsewhere for 
petitions of the Society, following the lead given by the Books of Pro- 
ceedings of the Society which usually state when a petition was drawn 
up. Other petitions were found in the Society’s own archives, in the 
Letter Book, 1747-80, in the Papers read at the Hall, and in the African 
Trade material. The resources of the Public Record Office, the British 
Museum, the House of Lords Record Office and the Bristol Central 
Library, together with the Journals of the House of Commons and the 
Journals of the House of Lovds have been drawn on for this purpose. 

The petitions have been printed in a chronological sequence which 
is usually, though not always, the order in which they appear in the 
Book of Charters II and the Book of Petitions. The first two petitions, 
from the Journal of the House of Commons and from the manuscripts of 
the House of Lords, are printed in full but thereafter the petitions are 
printed in a slightly shortened form. The preamble of the petition has 
been omitted and the prayer at the end has been abbreviated, with the 
conventional statements omitted. In the body of the petition, ‘the 
petitioners’ has been replaced by ‘they’ (except in cases where the 
meaning might be in doubt) and customary polite words or phrases 
have been omitted, thus ‘this honourable House’ has been replaced by 
‘the House’ and ‘humble’ and other conventional adjectives have been 
omitted. 

Each petition is preceded by a heading in italics which contains 
information about the petition. This includes the date (in modernised 
form with the year beginning on 1 January) and an indication of the 
person or body to which the petition was addressed. The key to the 
symbols employed is to be found in the list of abbreviations. In some 
cases, the formal address was called a memorial or a remonstrance and 
this has been indicated by (M) or (R) in the heading. Then follows a 
short title which indicates briefly the subject matter of the petition. 


I 
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Finally the source of the petition is given. Unqualified page references 
from p. 213 to p. 373 are taken from the Book of Charters II which 
includes material from 1720 to January 1765; those taken from the 
Book of Petitions, for the period from March 1765 to May 1803 have 
page references from p. 1 to p. 130. Since there is no overlap in pagina- 
tion or date, it should be quite clear from which manuscript volume a 
petition is taken. The origin of petitions from other sources, such as the 
Journal of the House of Commons (CJ) is clearly indicated in the 
heading. | 

The petitions have been linked by a brief commentary which indicates, 
where possible, how a petition originated. It is based on the Books of 
Proceedings of the Society, on the Letter Books, 1747-80 and 1780-1816 
and on other material in the possession of the Society and the original 
wording has been preserved where possible. Where a petition is men- 
tioned but not printed, this is because no copy has been found. The 
annotation of the text has, by and large, been confined to elucidating 
obscurities, to explaining the context of a petition and to indicating 
what happened as a result. The Society was often referred to as the 
Merchants’ Hall or simply as the Hall and this usage has been followed 
in this volume. The monthly meeting of the Society was called a meeting 
of the Hall. —~ 

In addition to the petitions, this section also includes those loyal 
addresses which are included in the Book of Charters II and the Book 
of Petitions, the two commissions for setting out new quays of 1724 and 
1771 and certain other material, such as letters, which appears in the 
Book of Charters IT. 

In transcribing these documents, the original spelling has been repro- 
duced as far as possible. Abbreviations have been extended and capitali- 
zation has been altered to conform with modern practice. Punctuation 
has not been greatly changed but such alterations and additions have 
been made as seemed desirable to ensure the meaning was clear. 


23 Feb 1698 HC African trade CJ XII, 125 


A petition of the mayor, aldermen, common-council, and mer- 
chant adventurers, of the city of Bristoll, was presented to the 
House, and read; setting forth, that the support of the planta- 
tions in America is of great concern to the trade and wealth of this 
kingdom, which is carried on by the strength of negroes imported 
from Africa into the plantations; and praying, that there may 
be an open trade to Africa, from Cape Blanco! to Angola, for 
negroes. 

Ordered, that the consideration of the said petition be referred to 


1 Cape Blanco is in west Africa, 20° 40’ N, 17°o’ W, north of Senegal. The 
- two points mentioned in the petition mark the extreme limits of slave trading 
on the west coast of Africa. 
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the committee of the whole House, to whom the said bill is 
committed.1 


At a Hall on 17 May 16098 it was voted that the master, wardens, 
Henry Gibbes, Jacob Beel, John Cary, John Yeamans jun., James 
Hollidge, Francis Rogers, and Anthony Swymmer be a committee to 
draw a petition to the House of Commons to prevent the intended 
imposition on sugars. Also to draw another petition to the Lords against 
the passing of the African bill. The committee was desired to meet 
tomorrow by eight a clock in the morning in the upper Council House 
to draw up the petition and then to follow such methods by writing to 
the members of Parliament and employing counsel and solicitors as 
they should think fit. The charges incident thereabout were to be 
borne by the Hall. 


30 May 1698 HAL African trade Mss HL No. 1292 g 


To the right honourable the Lords Spirituall and Temporall in 
Parliament assembled 

The humble petition of the mayor, aldermen and common council 
of the city of Bristoll, also of the Society of Merchant Adventurers 
within the said city 

Sheweth 

That the support of the plantations in America is of great concern 
to the trade and wealth of this kingdom, as they furnish it with a 
large product, whereby not only his majesties revenue is increased 
but also navigation greatly incouraged. 

That this product is raised by the strength and labour of the 
negroes imported thither from Africa and according to the greater or 
less number of slaves imported into them the plantations flourish 

And your petitioners being informed that there is a bill depending 
before your Lordships whereby a tax of ten per cent is proposed to be 
put on the traders to the coast of Africa which your petitioners 
humbly conceive will be very detrimentall to the plantations and 
also to your petitioners 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that your Lordships will 
be pleased to leave the said trade for negroes free from Cape Blanco 
to Angola by such methods as to your Lordships shall seem fit 


1 Other petitions came from the merchants and planters of Maryland, of 
Virginia, of Jamaica, and of Barbados, the Corporation of Bristol, the dyers 
of London, the clothmakers, sergemakers, ironmongers, &c. of Bristol, and 
the clothiers of Somerset and Wiltshire, some praying for free trade, others 
opposing the bill as placing too many restrictions on freedom. On the other 
side, the planters of the Leeward Islands and the inhabitants of Montserrat 
petitioned on behalf of the Company (CJ XII, 133, 185 Stock, Proceedings, 
II, 216-9 and K. G. Davies; The Royal African Company (London, 1957), 
pp. 132-3). See below p. 7. 
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And your petitioners shall ever pray &c 


John Bubb, mayor Nathaniel Day James Long 

Peter Saunders John Day James Hollidge 
John Yeamans, jun. John Swymmer Robert Bound 
John Corsley William Heath John Hickes 

John Hawkins Anthony Swymmer William Clutterbuck 
Francis Whitchurch Phillip Freke William Jackson 
Thomas Burges Francis Rogers William Swymmer 
Francis Hooke John Hickes Richard Crumpe 
Robert Lane Henry Gibbs Richard Cane 
John Baker John Cary Samuel Wallis 
Richard Bayly Isaac Davies John Blackwell! 


On ro November 1698 the Hall appointed a committee to draw a 
petition to the next Parliament for payment of the transport debts due 
to the citizens of Bristol.? 


2x1 March 1699 HC Transport debt CJ XII, 605 


That they, with several others, did, at the beginning of the war, 
lett to freight to the Commissioners of Transports, for his majesty’s 
service, divers ships, to be employed in reducing the kingdom of 
Ireland; for the hire whereof they have waited several years; and 
praying relief in the premises. 

Ordered, that the consideration of the petition be referred to the 
committee of the whole House, who are to consider further of the 
supply to be granted to his majesty.? 


At their Hall on 10 November 1699 the Society authorised the 
master and wardens to consider with the mayor and common council 
the decay of the havens of the port of Bristol and to procure an act of 


1 This petition was endorsed ‘A petition of the mayor, aldermen and mer- 
chants of Bristol agt. Affrican Bill, reade 30 May 1698’. It is printed in LJ, 
XVI, 305; Stock, Proceedings, II, 239-40 and calendared in Mss. House of 
Lords, 1697-1699, Pp. 245. Petitions were also presented to the Lords by the 
planters of Maryland and Virginia, the planters and merchants of Jamaica, 
the planters and merchants of the Cariby Islands, and the planters of Barbados. 
LJ XVI, 299-300. The bill passed the Lords and was given the royal assent 
on 5 July (9 & 10 Wm. III c. 26). 


2 The committee was to be the master, wardens, Sir John Duddlestone, 
Abraham Elton, Charles Jones, James Hollidge and Richard Franklyn, or any 
three of them (SMV B/P). 

3 Similar petitions were presented from the merchants of London, Bideford 
and other ports (CJ XII, 605). The Commissioners of Transports were 
ordered to lay arrears before the House on 27 March 1699 and the return 
was made on 30 March (CJ XII, 616, 623). 
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Parliament for the repairing and preserving the river Avon by such 
methods as shall be thought fitt.1 


2x Dec 1699 HC River Avon CJ XIII, 88 


A petition of the mayor, aldermen and common council and of the 
master and Society of Merchants, of the city of Bristol on behalf of 
themselves and the citizens and inhabitants thereof, was presented 
to the House and read, setting forth that **** 

That leave be given to bring in a Bill, according to the prayer of 
the said petition and that Mr Yate do prepare and bring in 
the Bill.? 


A petition of John Batcheler, mayor of Bristol, and Sir William 
Daines, master of the Society of Merchant Adventurers, on behalf of 
themselves and other Bristol traders was presented to the Commons on 
28 March 1700 concerning the seizure of the ship Auna on a voyage to 
Barbadoes at Cork because one of the sailors on board was carrying ten 
yards of flannel to make him apparel which was regarded by the customs 
there as a breach of the Act to prevent the exportation of wool out of 
England. The petition was referred to the committee which was con- 
sidering the continuation of several laws therein mentioned. The 
committee was to have power to receive a clause to amend the Act so 
that it should not extend to any goods under [ ] value.3 


5 June r7or HC Salt duties CJ XIII, 596 


That they, being informed a bill is brought in, proposing to 
restrain the refining of rock salt; which, they conceive, may tend to 
bring that commodity into a monopoly, and further advance the 
extravagant price thereof, to the general prejudice of his majesty’s 


1 The improvement of the navigation of the Avon had been discussed on 
a number of occasions but no sustained effort was made until 1696. Then 
the opposition succeeded in preventing action (CJ XI, 499, 514) see also, 
I. S. Willan, ‘Bath and the navigation of the Avon’, Proceedings of the 
Bath and District Branch, Somerset Archaeol. & Nat. Hist. Soc., 1936 and 
River Navigation in England, 1600-1750 (Oxford, 1936). 

2 The text of this petition is not given in CJ nor is it available in the records 
of the Society or the city of Bristol. The bill encountered strong opposition 
from landowners in the surrounding countryside and from millowners, bakers, 
mealmen and others (CJ XIII, 84-122) but with three additional clauses 
concerning the lighting of the city, the bill became law (11 Will. II c. 23). 
The opposition was so formidable that no action resulted and the navigation 
of ee Avon was not improved till a further Act (10 Anne c. 2) of 1712 was 
passed. 


8 CJ XIII, 305. The committee recommended that the proposed amendment 
be made and the bill passed the Commons on 1 April (CJ XIII, 306, 307). 
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subjects, but especially to the navigation and trade of this city; and 
occasion more ships belonging to this, and the ports of this Channel, 
to victual in Ireland; and praying the House will take into consider- 
ation the great disadvantage that will accrue to this city, and the 
trade and navigation thereof, in case the price of salt shall be farther 
advanced, by a combination of the refiners. 

Ordered, that the consideration of the petition be referred to the 
committee of the whole House, to whom the bill is committed.1 


4 Feb 1708 HC Import of Irish yarn C] XV, 525 


That several petitions have been presented to the House against 
the importation of Irish yarn, they conceive that a prohibition of 
such importation will greatly diminish her majesty’s Customs, 
prejudice our woollen manufacture, and ruin many thousands, 
employed in manufacturing the said yarns: and praying the House 
to take the matter into consideration. 

Ordered, that the petition do lie upon the table, until the report 
be made from the Committee, to whom the petition of the mayor, 
aldermen and common council, and also the merchants, clothiers, 
and other traders in the woollen manufacturers, within the city of 
Exon? and parts adjacent, and other petitions against the import- 
ation of Irish yarns, were referred.? 


On 4 January 1709 Mr Yate M.P. acquainted the Society that the 
African Company were seeking to monopolise the trade to Africa. 
He advised the Hall to make interest against their bill in Parliament. 
A committee was appointed for that purpose.* 


1 Other petitions against the bill were lodged by the Corporation of Liver- 
pool and the refiners of Bristol, Bideford and Flintshire (CJ XIII, 596, 600, 
722). These petitions caused the bill to be modified before it became law 
(x Anne c. 15). See E. Hughes, Studies in Administration and Finance, 1558- 
1825 (Manchester, 1934), p.237. 


2 Exeter. 


3 Petitions on the same issue were also presented by the Corporation of 
Bristol; the tradesmen, clothiers, &c. of Bristol; the clothiers, &c. of SS 
Philip and Jacob, Clifton, Westbury-on-Trym, Bitton, &c. (CJ XV, 523, 
525, 533, 547). A parliamentary committee in 1708 described the importation 
of Irish worsted yarn as ‘a growing evil’ but its import continued to be allowed 
(E. Lipson, Economic History of England (London, 1943), III, 201). See also 
W. Cunningham. ‘The repression of the woollen manufacture in Ireland’, 
English Historical Review, I (1886), 277-94: and see below pp. 7, 8-9. 


4 The Committee consisted of John Day, George Mason, Anthony Swymmer, 
Francis Rogers and Isaac Elton. 
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2Febr709 HC African trade C] XVI, 83 


That, since the trade has been opened to Africa, it has much 
increased, and the plantations have been better supplied with 
negroes, than when the Royal African Company had it only: that 
the duty of ten per cent paid to the said company, for support of 
their forts and castles, is a great charge to the separate traders, and 
a hindrance to them, not only because they refuse to give them 
protection, but also, for that the company’s agents, and factors, 
discourage the inhabitants, near them, from trading with the 
separate traders; that the petitioners conceive, if the trade to Africa 
should be granted to the said company only, it will very much 
lessen the consumption of British manufacturers, and that the plant- 
ations will be ill served with negroes, when there is but one seller, 
which will be a great discouragement to the planters: and praying 
that the trade to Africa may be put under such regulations, as all 
the subjects of her majesty may be equal sharers therein. 

Ordered, that the consideration of the said petition be referred to 
the committee of the whole House, who are to consider of the trade 
to Africa. 


18 Feb 1709 HC Import of Irish yarn CJ XVI, 111 


That, if Irish yarn, made of wool, should be prohibited from being 
imported into this kingdom, it will put a full stop to the great trade 
between the two kingdoms, they having no other considerable way 
to make payment for our commodities, than by Irish yarn; and it 
would put the people of Ireland upon all ways to export their wool 
to foreign parts (though never so hazardous) which will be far more 
prejudicial to this kingdom, than the importation of their yarn; and 
the French having gotten most part of the Spanish wool into their 
hands, and their labour being 30 per cent cheaper than ours, they 
have been able to undersell us in foreign markets; and, if, by such 


1 A petition of ‘the merchant adventurers within the city of Bristol, trading 
to Africa..’ against the proposals of the Royal African Company was presen- 
ted to the Commons on 22 March 1708 (see CJ XV, : Stock, Proceedings, III 
189-96) but the SMV did not petition until the following year. Together with 
the planters and inhabitants of Barbados; the merchants, separate traders 
from the port of London; the merchants interested in trading to Maryland 
and Virginia; the separate traders to Africa; and the planters and inhabitants 
of Nevis and Mountserrat, they opposed the petition of the Royal African 
Company of 20 Jan. 1709 (CJ XVI, 64-83 passim; Stock, Proceedings, III, 
202-9; and Donnan, Documents, II, 44 and 44 0.29, 96-99. See also A True 
State of the Present Difference between the Royal African Company and the 
Separate Tvaders (London, 1709)). 
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prohibition, the price of our woollen goods be raised, we must of 
consequence lose our foreign trade, and endanger the exportation 
of Irish wool to France; besides, it will very much lessen the Queen’s 
revenue: and praying that the House will take such care in the 
premises, as shall be effectual for their relief. 

Ordered, that the consideration of the petition be referred to the 
Committee, to whom the petition of the mayor, aldermen and 
common council, and of the merchants and traders, of the city of 
Exeter, on behalf of themselves and many thousands employed in 
the woollen manufacture within the city and places adjacent, is 
referred.! 


On 10 Nov. 1709 the Hall ordered that the former committee for 
securing the trade to Africa be continued and that the same committee 
should be for securing the Irish trade. It was agreed that any member 
could attend who pleased. 


r5 Dec r7og HC African trade C] XVI, 242 


That the trade and well-being of her majesty’s plantations wholly 
depend on the labour of negroes, brought thither from Africa; and 
since the act, 9° Willielmt 341, allowing separate traders, the planta- 
tions have been so well supplied with negroes, at reasonable rates, 
that the trade is greatly increased; but should it be confined to a 
select number of men, exclusive of all others, it will raise the price 
of negroes, lose the plantation trade, and lessen navigation: and 
praying that the trade may be free to Africa for all her majesty’s 
subjects, under such regulations, as the House shall think fit. 

Ordered, that the consideration of the said petition be referred to 
the Committee of the whole House, who are to consider of the trade 
to Africa.? | 


4 Aprilr7izr HC Import of Irish yarn CJ XVI, 575 


That they understanding that endeavours are made to lay a 
farther duty on Irish yarn, made of wool: that the importation of 


1 This petition is headed ‘a petition of the merchant-adventurers in the city 
of Bristol’ and so may not be a petition of the SMV. But the Society was 
interested in the Irish trade and had petitioned on this question in 1708. 
In 1709 another petition came from the clothiers &c. of Bristol (CJ XVI, 127). 

2 This petition has the same heading as the previous one. It was among 
several, including a petition from the Corporation of Bristol, presented to 
Parliament in Dec. 1709 (Stock, Proceedings, III, 222ff and Donnan, Docu- 
ments, II, 108 n. 2). No legislation proceded from this discussion of the 
African trade in Parliament (Davies, African Company, pp. 149-51). 
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Irish yarn, made of wool, encourages and enables the people of 
Ireland to take from this kingdom great quantities of the product 
of her majesty’s plantations: that the Irish yarn, being intermixed 
in working, is a great advantage to our manufacture, and renders it 
cheaper in foreign markets, to the great benefit of the poor, and 
advantage of trade; that the importation of Irish yarn in a great 
measure will prevent the sending of wool and yarn from Ireland 
clandestinely into foreign parts, which otherwise may be attempted 
notwithstanding the severest penalties to the contrary: and praying 
the consideration of the House in the premises. 

Ordered, that the petition be referred to the consideration of the 
Committee of the whole House, who are to consider farther of ways 
and means for raising the supply granted to her majesty. 


On 11 Dec. 1711 the standing committee was ordered to consider 
methods of petitioning the Queen, the Commissioners of Trade and 
Parliament relating to the trade to Newfoundland and that to Africa. 
On 20 Dec. a petition to the Queen and a letter to the Commissioners of 
Trade respecting the Newfoundland trade were adopted. The Hall 
agreed that the committee should be empowered to draw up and send 
any petitions or letters relating to the trades to Newfoundland or 
Africa and also in relation to prize goods from the Plantations. They 
were to have power to employ a solicitor in London or elsewhere as they 
saw fit.2 

In April 1712 the master and Sir John Duddlestone went to London 
to deal with matters relating to the African trade and to oppose the 
proposed tax of 2$d. per Ib. on all tobacco exported to Ireland. Their 
opposition in the second matter was successful. 

On 2 February 1713 a committee was appointed to petition Parlia- 
ment concerning the African trade and to see what money would be 
contributed by Bristol merchants trading to Africa for this purpose. 
The committee was empowered to spend not more than {50.* 

On 19 August 1715 it was ordered that a petition to the Privy Council 
concerning the Sally rovers? be drawn.* 

As the pirates in the West Indies were very much obstructing the 
passage of Bristol vessels in those waters, the standing committee was 
requested, on 26 February 1717, to represent the matter to the King 
and Council.4 


1 A further petition headed as the two previous. The Corporation of Bristol 
and the salters, dyers, weavers, &c. of Bristol Eepuones in the same sense 
(CJ XVI, 595). 

2 There is a petition of Bristol merchants concerning the Newfoundland 
trade in 1711 in PRO CO 194/5/f.9 (Cal. SP (Col) 1711-12, p. 234). 

3 Or Sallee rovers, that is pirates in the Mediterranean. A number of similar 
petitions of complaint are to be found in PRO SP 36/156. Sallee (or Salé) is a 
seaport in Morocco, opposite Rabat. It was a centre of the Barbary pirates. 

4See JCTP 1714-18, p. 237; Cal. SP(Col)r716-17, 587. 

* Copies of these petitions have not been found. 
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At a meeting of the Hall on 1 February 1720 the master stated that 
the trade to Africa was in great danger of being monopolised by the 
South Sea Company. The Hall agreed to petition Parliament* and to 
share the cost of a delegation to London with the Corporation of 
Bristol.1 . 


On 22 November 1720 the Hall agreed to represent the hardships of 
quarantine by petition to the Privy Council. A committee consisting of 
the master (James Dunning), wardens (Peter Day and Robert Earle), 
Philip Freke, James Hollidge, Abraham Elton, Nathaniel Wraxall, 
William Freke, Mr Hilhouse, Mr Lyde and Mr John Becher was appoin- 
ted for that purpose with power to send a deputation to London, 
the charge to be borne by the hall. The Committee met on 23 November 
and drew up the following petition. Mr Nathaniel Wraxall was ordered 
to go to London the speediest way he should think fitt in order to 
present the petition and obtain leave pursuant thereto. 


23 Nov 1720 King Quarantine p.213 


That your majesty in councell on the 15th day of November was 
pleased to order that the magistrates of all ports, where quarantine 
is to be performed, should appoint proper persons to attend 
constantly with vessells, at the places appointed for airing goods, to 
receive them out of the ships after quarantine is performed and there 
to open, air and repack them and to reship the same in order to 
their being brought to their places of discharge. 

That the river belonging to this port is attended with a great 
flux of water not less than nine fathoms on spring tides and the 
ground is so soft and owsey and the banks so steep that it is not 
possible to build a wharfe on which a crane may be erected to land 
ponderous goods and, were it otherwise, the ground adjoining to the 
river is so marshy and low that it is often overflown, as it was on the 
2oth instant, so that goods are not fit to remain there when landed. 
That there are at this time, severall ships in this port loaden with 
oyle, wine, currans, raisins, lemons, oranges, old iron gunns and old 
iron, having performed and are performing quarantine which were 
loaden far distant from any of the infected places. 

That they have already been great sufferers by the detension of 
the goods. 


1 There is a petition of merchants and traders of Bristol concerning the 
South Sea Company sent on the advice of Col. Earle in CJ XIX, 316-7 (23 
March 1720). 
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Pray that your majesty will permitt them to putt the goods into 
lighters or vessells out of the ships, which have performed quarantine, ‘ 
to be aired in the same lighters during the time appointed by your 
majestie’s proclamation, and that then the goods may be permitted 
to be brought in the same lighters or vessells to their place of 
discharge. 


On 2 December 1720 the committee about the quarantine met at 
Foster’s Coffee House. A letter from Nathaniel Wraxall recommended 
another petition be sent in terms as follows. Capt. Wraxall was re- 
quested to get, if possible, a general order that ships having goods on 
board liable to infection be permitted to unload after 40 days. 


2 Dec1720 King Quarantine p.215 


That in this port there are, at this time, severall ships lately 
arrived from the Streights and other places, which by your majesty’s 
late royall proclamation, are obliged to perform quarantine and many 
more ships from these places are dayly expected to arrive in this 
port. That the situation of our river is such that there are no places 
convenient for landing goods but at the proper keys and wharfes 
within our port. 

Pray that your majesty will give directions that all such ships as 
are now in this port, or which may at any time hereafter arrive from 
any place not infected, loaden with goods not excepted in your 
majesties royall proclamation and such as are not liable to infection 
may, after quarantine performed, be permitted to come to the place 
of discharge and there land their respective cargoes. 


On 20 December 1720 the master expressed apprehension concerning 
the African trade. It was ordered that a petition to prevent monopo- 
lismg the African trade be drawn up and sent to the city members 
[of Parliament]. Such members of the Hall as were in London were 
desired to assist the M.P.s and a solicitor was to be employed if necessary. 
On the same day the master also mentioned that large fees were being 
demanded for permitting quarantine ships to unload and for Mediter- 


1 This petition was considered by the Privy Council on 3 Jan. 1721 and was 
then referred to the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury ‘to consider the 
same, and to report to this Board, what they conceive fitt for his Majesty to 
do therein’. (PRO PC 2/87 f. 99). Later on the Privy Council considered 
a report from the Commissioners of the Customs which stated that the Com- 
missioners had no objection to the procedure suggested. The Privy Council 
approved the report and ordered the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury 
and the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty to give the necessary directions 
(PRO PC 2/87 f. 191). 
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ranean passes.! It was ordered that a petition be drawn up asking for 
remedies for these grievances. 


14 Jan r72r KC (R)2 Quarantine p.217 


That since his majesty hath thought fitt to issue forth his royal 
proclamation to oblige all ships and vessells arriving from the 
Mediteranean and other places therein specified to perform quaran- 
tine, the merchants of this port have, with much readyness, 
complyed therewith knowing the end thereof is to prevent the conta- 
gion so sensibly felt by a neighbouring nation, though it hath been 
to their great loss not only of so long a time in the want of imploy- 
ment of their ships but in the expenses of maintaining their men, in 
the decay of their goods and in their being deprived of their marketts 
to turn them into money. 

Wherefore it is hoped when quarantine is duly performed and 
ships not coming from infected places and not having goods in them 
that are enumerated in his majesty’s proclamation, that atter 
examination by the chief magistrate or neighbouring justice of the 
peace in conjunction with the chief officers of the port and, having 
received from them a certificate of the due and regular performing 
the quarantine, provision may be made by some bill or bills without 
being put to the great trouble of applying for it to the King and 
Counsell, Lords of the Treasury or Commissioners of the Customs, 
which to some ships hath occasioned much delay of time as the 
performing of the quarantine, besides very great expense. 

They further crave liberty to remonstrate that, though trade at 
present labours under very great difficultys, yett the merchants are 
obliged to pay for their Mediterranean passes four times as much as 
they formerly paid which they hope some care will be taken to 
remedy. 


At the meeting of the Hall on 15 May 1721 it was reported that the 
petition concerning quarantine had been successful and a committee 
was set up to decide how much of the charge should be borne by the 
Society. 


1 The system of Mediterranean passes successfully solved the vexed problem 
of the right of search, particularly acute in the Mediterranean. They were 
issued by the Admiralty (see L. A. Harper, English Navigation Laws (New 
York, 1939), p. 131; Sir Godfrey Fisher, Baybary Legend (Oxford, 1957), 
PP. 326-7). 

2 This is headed a ‘humble remonstrance of the merchants and traders 
within the citty of Bristol.’ 
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On 4 March 1721 the Hall agreed that the standing committee should 
petition the King concerning the East India Company if it was thought 
necessary and on 15 May it, was directed to petition the Privy Council 
for a reduction of the fees demanded for Mediterreanean passes. On 23 
October it was ordered to prepare a petition to the Secretary of State 
concerning the robberies frequently committed on postmen. 


As he was of the opinion that an exchange should be built in Bristol, 
Mr Becher brought the question to the attention of the Hall on 17 
November 1718.2 The Hall ordered the standing committee to inquire 
and report. There is no further mention of the matter in the proceedings 
of the Society until on 23 October 1721 a committee was appointed to 
consider the matter as the Corporation had already taken action. 


27 Nov r72t HC Exchange p.222 


That the usuall place of the traders of this city’s meeting to nego- 
tiate their business is so annoy’d by coaches, carts &c being in the 
open street and so pernitious to their health that many refrain to 
resort thither to the discouragement of trade. 

That the mayor, burgesses and commonalty have pitch’d upon a 
certain place or plott of ground, proper and convenient for the erect- 
ing of an exchange and that, as such an undertaking will not only 
remove the inconveniences which now attend the place of meeting 
and prolong many mens lives, but also will be a means of bringing 
together the industrious citizens of Bristoll to the increase of the 
trade and navigation thereof and in consequence to the advantage 
of his majesties revenues and of the whole kingdom. 

Pray leave to enable the several persons concerned to sell the said 
plott of ground to the mayor burgesses and commonalty.4 


1 There is a petition of the merchants, traders and inhabitants concerning 
postal robberies, dated 11 March 1723 in PRO SP 44/253, pp. 233-4. 


2 A committee, composed of the mayor and other members of the Common 
Council was appointed on 16 Jan. 1717 to consider proposals for ‘building a 
more convenient place than the Tolzey for the assembling of merchants’ (J. 
Latimer, Annals of Bristol in the Eighteenth Century (Bristol, 1893), p. 118). 


8 A petition was presented to the Commons on 4 Dec. (CJ XIX, 681). 


4 Presented on 4 Dec. 1721 (CJ XIX, 681). Petitions were also drawn up 
by the Corporation and the principal inhabitants and traders of Bristol. 
Sir William Daines and Colonel Earle, the two Bristol M.P.s. were given leave 
to present the bill, which was given the royal assent on 12 Feb. 1722 (CJ 
XIX, 682, 741). A committee was appointed to carry its provisions into 
effect, but their efforts were rendered abortive by the persistent obstruction of 
‘a senior gentleman’. Eventually moves were made about 1737-8 towards 
a realisation of the project and the building, designed by John Wood, was 
finally opened in the autumn of 1743 (Latimer, Anais, pp. 180, 218, 226, 
247: W. Ison, The Georgian Buildings of Bristol (London, 1952), pp. 95-105). 
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Mr Joseph Earle the present master affixed the seale to the peti- 
tion the 27th November 1721 and carried it to London. 


The Hall decided on 20 December to bear half the cost of procuring 
the Act and on 18 July 1722 set up a committee to act with the Corpora- 
tion for the erection of the exchange. 


On 1 February 1720 a delegation was sent to London on African 
trade business. The delegates were also asked to wait on the Customs 
Commissioners to get the new quay made a free quay for Customs 
purposes.! On 27 September 1723 the clerk was ordered to attend on 
Mr Medcalf in Bath to inquire whether he had orders for a new com- 
mission and on 21 October the clerk reported that Mr Medcalf would 
procure a commission, presuming the Hall would not grudge the 
charge which would be expensive. The Hall recommended that a com- 
mission be secured. After investigation, the commission was issued on 
15 February 1724 as follows: 


Pearse The copy of the Commission for setting out $$.245-50 
Bristol new Keys? 


George by the Grace of God of Great Brittaine, France and Ireland, 
King, Defender of the Faith. To our trusty and well beloved, the 
mayor, alderman, sheriffes, recorder and towne clerke of our City of 
Bristoll for the time being, the honourable Edward Southwell Esgq., 
John Henly Esq. Humphrey Fitzherbert, Nathaniell Stephens Esq. 
customers of our said port, Jeremiah Burroughs Esq. collector of 
our customes, Pierce Griffith Esq., comptroller of our customes, 
William Clutterbuck Esq., searcher of our customes and of the custo- 


1 Since the previous commission of Trinity term, 1689, the quays in the har- 
bour of Bristol had been extended, as is set out below, a further 310 feet 
along the Back, a further 472 feet along the Key and 156 feet on the north 
side of the Froom. To enable these extensions to be used for trade, they had 
to be certified as ‘legal quays’ for customs purposes. ‘The limits of a port 
or of an additional quay within a port were set out by commission founded 
on the authority of acts of Parliament based on 1 Elizabeth and 14 Charles I. 
In such cases it was the practice of the Customs Commissioners, upon their 
being satisfied as to the advisability of creating the port (or quay), to instruct 
their solicitor to prepare the draught of such a commission. This form was 
then submitted to the Lords of the Treasury who, upon approving, directed 
their warrant to the King’s Remembrancer for a commission to issue from 
the Court of Exchequer empowering the commissioners to assign the ports 
or quays. The commission usually included several chief officers, merchants, 
and the principal magistrates of the town, who repaired to the port (or quay) 
and marked out its limits and certified their proceedings to the Barons of 
the Exchequer’ (E. E. Hoon, The Organisation of the English Customs System, 
1696-1786 (New York, 1938), p. 168). 


2 This document is printed in its chronological order and not in the position 
it occupies in the Book of Charters II. 
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mers, collector, comptroller and searcher and the deputies of the 
customers, comptroller and Searcher for the time being, John 
Elbridge, Henry Fane, James Browne, William Long, Francis 
Bricey, John Negus, Ely Stiles, John Bracegirdle and Thomas 
Adderly Gent. Greeting—Whereas, by an Act of Parliament made in 
the fourteenth year of the reigne of King Charles the Second! 
intituled an Act for preventing frauds and regulating abuses in his 
majesty’s customes, it is (amongst other things) recited that, whereas 
in and by an Act of Parliament in the first year of the reign of Queen 
Elizabeth? of famous memory and reciting when and where mer- 
chandizes should be landed and customes paid, it is (amongst divers 
other things) enacted and ordained that noe goods, wares or merchan- 
dizes should be shipped or laden on board any shipps or vessells or 
landed or discharged out of or from any shipp or vessell but in and 
upon some such open place, key or wharfe, places, keys or wharfes 
(except the port of Hull) as her highness, her heirs or successors should 
therefore assigne or appoint, by virtue of her highnesses commission 
or commissions within the port of London and all ports, creeks and 
havens or roads as, in and by the said act, it doth and may more at 
large appeare, and whereas, notwithstanding the aforesaid act, 
there are some ports creeks and places where customers, collectors, 
comptrollers and searchers and their servants had then time out of 
mind, been resident, to which no such commissions were sent nor 
places, keys nor wharfes appointed, as by this said Act was directed, 
and whereas also, since that time, and, by reason of the alterations 
of rivers, streams, channells and sands, some places then appointed 
are become unfitt and unsafe and others much more convenient and 
comodious as well for traffick and commerce and for landing and 
discharging, loading and shipping goods, wares and merchandizes and, 
whereas by the said Act made in the fourteenth year of the reign of 
King Charles the second, it is (amongst other things) enacted and 
ordained that we may, from time to time by our commission or 
commissions out of our court of Exchequer, assign or appoint such 
further places, ports, members or creeks (except the towne of Hull) 
as shall be thought lawfull and convenient for the landing and dis- 
charging, loading and shipping of any goods, wares or merchandizes, 
with that part of great Brittaine called England, dominion of Wales 
town or port of Berwick upon Tweed and to that antient or head 


113 & 14 Charles IIc. rr. 


21 Eliz. c. 11. 
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port! respectively such place, member or creeks shall belong and 
appertain and where any such member, creeke or place shall be so 
as aforesaid appointed, by virtue of such commission or commissions, 
‘the customer, collector, comptroller and searchers of such head port 
shall by themselves or their sufficient deputy or deputys, servant or 
servants, reside and inhabitt for the entring, clearing and passing, 
shipping and discharging of shipps goods and merchandizes and, by 
virtue of the said commission or commissions, may likewise sett down 
and appoint the extents, bound and limitts of every such port, haven 
or creeke, within that part of our kingdome called England, dominion 
of Wales or Towne of Berwick upon Tweed, whereby the extent, 
limitts and priviledges of every such port, haven or creeke may be 
assertained and knowne, soe as it shall not be lawfull for any person 
or persons whatsoever to lade or put or cause to be laden or putt off 
or from any key or place from the land into any shipp, vessell, 
lighter, boat or bottom any goods, wares or merchandizes whatsoever 
(fish taken by our subjects, sea coale, stones and bestialls only 
accepted) to be transported into any place or parts beyond the 
seas or to take up, discharge or lay on land or cause or procure to be 
taken up, discharged, laid on land out of any shipp, vessell, lighter, 
boat or bottom (not being in leak or wreck) any goods, wares or 
merchandizes whatsoever (fish taken by our subjects, bestialls and 
salt excepted) to be brought from any parts beyond the seas but 
only upon such open places, key or wharfe, places, keys or wharfes, 
as we shall from time to time assigne and appoint by virtue of such 
commission or commissions aforesaid in our Port of London and 
members and libertys thereof or in any other port, place, member 
or creeke within that part of our kingdom called England, dominion 
of Wales and town and port of Berwick upon Tweed, without special 
sufference and leave first had from the commissioners and officers of 
our customs for the time being, upon penalty of forfeiture of all 
such goods, wares, merchandizes as by the same act, relation being 
thereunto had, it doth and may (amongst other things) more fully 


1 ‘A head-port was distinguished by an appointment of three patent officers, 
the customer, controller, and searcher, who were possessed of authority 
over all the members and creeks which came within the jurisdiction of the 
head-port. A member was differentiated by its subjection to the head-port 
as regards the control of these patent officers; as a rule it was a smaller port 
as well. Except for the first distinction, however, the member was entirely 
independent of the head-port and like it in every respect. A creek was 
a point within the limits of the head-or member-port, at which coast business 
only could be transacted by officers stationed by order of the Customs Commis- 
sioners, and very often it was merely a nook where officers were or had been 
placed ‘by way of prevention of frauds in the Customs’. (Hoon, English 
Customs, p. 167). 
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and at large appeare and whereas it has been represented to us by 
the commissioners of our customs that by reason of the length of 
time, alterations of rivers, streams, channells and sands, our port 
of Bristoll is become, either in part or in the whole unsettled, 
unbounded, unlimitted so that the extent, bounds, limitts, and 
priveledges thereof are not well assertained and knowne and some 
of those formerly used for shipping and landing of goods, wares and 
merchandizes are now become unfitt, inconvenient and useless and 
other places within the said port and city are much more convenient 
and commodious as well for trade and commerce as for landing and 
discharging, loading and shipping of goods, wares or merchandizes 
and better serving our customes. Know yee therefore that wee 
being very confident of your fidelity, industry and provident 
circumspections and directions have assigned you the said mayor, 
aldermen, sheriffes, recorder and town clerke, now and for the time 
being, Edward Southwell, John Henley, Humphrey Fitzherbert, 
Nathaniel Stephens, Jeremiah Burroughs, Peirse Griffiths, William 
Clutterbuck and the customers, collectors, comptroller and searcher 
and the deputies to the customers comptroller and searcher, now and 
for the time being, John Elbridge, Henry Fane, James Browne, 
William Long, Francis Bricey, John Negus, Eli Stiles, John Brace- 
girdle and Thomas Adderley, or any four or more of you, to be our 
commissioner, whereof the said Jeremiah Burroughs, collector of 
our customs, or the collector for time being or John Elbridge or 
other of them to be one. And we do hereby give you full power and 
authority to repair to our said port and city of Bristoll to search, 
find out and survey the open places there and thereabouts and, 
according to your good directions, to assign and appoint all such 
further places, as to you shall seem more proper for your service and 
most beneficial for trade and commerce, to be places, keys or wharfes 
for the landing, discharging, loading and shipping of any goods, 
wares or merchandizes within the said port or city of Bristoll and to 
sett downe, settle and appoint the extent, bounds and limitts of 
the said port and creekes thereunto belonging by sufficient markes, 
limitts, bounds and utterley to prohibitt, disanull, make void and 
debarr all other places within our said city and port of Bristoll from 
the priviledge, right and benefitt of a place, key and wharfe for land- 
ing and discharging, loading or shipping of any goods, wares or 
merchandizes (except as before herein is excepted) and therefore 
we doe hereby command you the mayor, aldermen, sherriffes, 
recorder and town clerke now and for the time being, Edward 
Southwell, John Henly, Humphrey Fitzherbert, Nathaniel Stephens, 
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Jeremiah Burroughs, Peirce Griffiths, William Clutterbuck, John 
Elbridge, Henry Fane, James Browne, William Long, Francis 
Bricey, John Rogers, Ely Stiles, John Bracegirdle, Thomas Adderley, 
or any four or more of you, whereof the said Jeremiah Burroughs 
or the collector of our customs for the time being or John Elbridge 
or either of them to be one, diligently to attend and to doe and 
execute the premises in the manner and forme aforesaid. Soe that 
when you, or any four or more of you, the said—Jeremiah Burroughs 
or the collector of our customes for the time being or John Elbridge 
to be one, have sealed, sett downe and appointed the extent, bounds 
and limitts of the said port and creekes thereto belonging, by 
sufficient marks, limitts and bounds and have assigned and appointed 
any place, key or wharfe within our said city and port of Bristol 
by sufficient marks, limitts, bounds and description as to you, or 
any four or more of you shall seeme convenient, (whereof you the 
said Jeremiah Burroughs or the collector of our customs for the time 
being or John Elbridge or either of them to be one) to certify your 
whole proceeding in the premises to the barons of the exchequer 
at Westminster, as soon as may be or at furthest before the end of 
next Trinity terme, under your hands or seals or the hands and seales 
of any four or more of you (whereof you the said Jeremiah Burroughs 
or the collector of our customs for the time being or John Elbridge 
to be one) together with this our commission and the certificate soe 
by you to be made, touching the premise to be inrolled on the office 
of our remembrancer of our exchequer that thereupon right may be 
done, according to the laws and customs of our realme and the 
tenure of the several acts of Parliament in that behalfe, made in 
witness whereof we have caused these our letters to be made pattents 
witness Sir Robert Eyre knight, the fifteenth day of February in the 
tenth year of our reign by warrant of the Lords Commissioners of 
the Treasury and by the baron Masham. 

Exemplificatio istius commissionis apparet in quadam schedula 
huic commissioni annexata, James Donning, mayor, William Daines, 
Christopher Shuter, Nicholas Hickes, Edmund Mountjoy, John Black- 
well, John Elbridge, William Long, John Negus, Henry Fane. 


The Copy of the Return [22 June 1724] pp.25I-7 
To the rt hon Sir Robert Eyre Lord chiefe baron of his Majestyes 

court of exchequer and to the honorable the barons of this court. 
Wee who have hereunto subscribed our names and sett our seales 

being amongst other commissioners nominated and appointed in 
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the commission hereunto annexed, do humbly certifye and make 
known to your lordshipps that we have diligent enquiry, search and 
view made of the open spaces and wharfes within the port of Bristol 
for lading and unlading of goods and merchandizes within the 
same port and do assigne and appoynt these places following to be 
the only lawful keys and wharfes within the port of Bristoll, as well 
for landing of all goods and merchandizes from any the parts beyond 
the seas, excepting only such goods and merchandizes, as in the said 
commission and statutes therein mentioned are excepted from on 
board any ship or vessel within the said port as for loading goods 
and merchandizes into any ship or vessell, to be transported into 
parts beyond the seas except before excepted within the city, that is 
to say that open and publick places situate in the city of Bristol 
within the parish of St Nicholas there, commonly called the Back, 
extending itself in length from the conduit situate on the Back 
called St Nicholas Pipe or conduit on the north end of the Back near 
the Bridge unto an house built on the south-west part of the Back 
on the river side there, wherein Edmond Driver lately dwelt and 
now in the possession of Edward Denham which adjoyneth to the 
Back Gate, the house to be excluded, which key or wharf conteynes 
in length from the conduit unto the house of 560 feet and we do 
further assigne and appoint all that other open and publick place, 
leading trom the Back Gate southwards towards a certaine place 
called the Graving place, within the parish of St Nicholas and city 
aforesaid, extending itself in length from an house without the 
Back Gate, wherein one John Stephens lately dwelt and now in the 
possession of John Glyddell victualler now dwelleth (the house 
being excluded) unto the end of the key wall there newly built which 
conteynes in length from the house in the possession of John 
Glyddell unto the end of the same key, upon a due admeasurement 
made by us thereof of 310 feet; and we do further assigne and appoint 
all that other open and publick place called the key situate within 
the city and extending itself from the corner house situate on the 
head of the key in the parish of St Leonard on the south side of the 
river Froome there, wherein one Henry Phildust heretofore dwelt 
and since that in the tenure of one William Thorne and now in the 
possession of one Anne Seale widow, all along the river of Froome 
unto the further end or corner of the key, lyeing next to the river 
Froome, which conteynes in length 2505 feet; and we do further 
assigne and appoint all that other open and publick place called the 
New Key situate on the south part of the city within the parish of 
St Stephens extending itself from the further end or corner of the 
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key lying next the river Froome along the river Avon towards a 
certaine place called the Graving place, which last mentioned key 
or wharfe conteynes in length 472 feet, in which are two slipps, one 
called the passage slipp and the other the Gibb slipp, which are both 
to be excluded. 

And wee do further assigne and appoint all that other open and 
publick place called the Bank lyeing in the parish of St Augustine 
in the city of Bristoll on the north side of the river Froome, extend- 
ing itself from the south side of a wall of an house, wherein one 
Skulknoisser lately dwelt, along the river Froome southward 156 feet, 
of which last mentioned key or wharfe is hereby made lawfull for 
landing timber plank and wood brought coastways only and we do 
think fitt to prohibit and we do as much as in us lye prohibit, make 
void, dis annuall, deteermine and debar all other places within the 
port of Bristoll from any benefit, right or priviledge of a place, key 
or wharfe for the landing or discharging, lading or shipping of any 
goods or merchandizes as aforesaid; and we do further assigne and 
appoint the extent, limitts and bounds of the port! to be from the 
westwardmost parts of the Flatt and Steep Holmes up the course 
of the channell eastward to Aust.in the county of Gloucester and 
from the said Holmes southward athwart the channell to a place 
called Uphill, which is included, and from thence along the coast 
or shore eastward in the countyes of Somerset and Gloucester to 
Aust and aforesaid and also from a place called the Holes Mouth in 
King Road up the river Avon to the city of Bristoll together with 
the several pills lyeing upon the river; and we do further certifye 
to your lordshipps that a place called Bettisley,? situate on the 
north side of the river Severne in the county of Gloucester hath been 
for many years past a creek of and belonging to the port of Bristol; 
and we conceive the same fit to be continued as formerly, all which 
we humbly certifye and make known to your lordshipps by these 
presents.3 

Dated at Bristol this two and twentyeth day of June in the tenth 
year of our reigne of our sovereigne Lord George by the grace of 
God of Great Brittaine, France and Ireland, King, defender of the 
faith. 

Annoque Dom 1724 
1 This passage sets out the limits of the port of Bristol. On this question 


see R. C. Jarvis, ‘The appointment of ports’, Economic History Review, 
2nd series, XI (1959), 455-66. 


2 = Beachley. 


3 A copy of this return is to be found in BCL Jefferies Mss, V, 56. The 
lawful quays were further extended in 1771: see below pp. 115-22. 
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Henry Fane Edmund Mountjoy James Donning, mayor 
John Blackwell William Daines 
John Elbridge Christopher Shuter 
William Long Nicholas Hickes 
John Negus 


On 9 July 1725 it was agreed that a petition on account of the ship 
Anna Maria owned by Lyonel Lyde should be presented to the Lords 
Justices and that the charge should be borne by the Hall. Following 
long discussions it was decided to send a petition on 10 March 1726 
against the monopolising of the African trade. The petition was approved 
on 12 March.? 


[March 1726] HC African trade p.258 


That the principall and most valuable trade of this city depends 
in a great measure on the free commerce which is now carryed on 
from hence to the coast of Africa and from thence to his majestyes 
colonies and plantations in America 

That since the expiration of the duty of tenn per cent formerly 
paid to the Royal African Company the said commerce is much 
inlarged and the number of ships annually imployed therein in- 
creased from eight to upwards of sixty saile by means whereof the 
Plantations are well supplyed with negroes, his majestyes revenues 
greatly increased, vast quantitys of woollen, iron, pewter, copper 
and other manufactures of this Kingdome exported, many 
thousands of familys in this city and places adjacent imployed and 
supported, much of the product of the country consumed and 
thereby the value of the lands advanced. | 

Pray the House that the trade to Africa may not be subjected to 
a company exclusive of all others but that it may remaine free and 
open to all his majestyes subjects of Great Brittaine.® 


1 See ‘‘The case of Messrs Lyonel Lyde, Edmund Baugh and Edward Curtis, 
owners of the ship Anna Maria of Bristol, James Phelps, master, taken in 
the month of March 1724/5 in her voyage from Jamaica to Bristol’? (BCL: 
Braikenridge Collection VI, 509: see also The State of the Island of Jamaica 
(London, 1726), pp. 67—8, 69. On 19 April 1726, Lyde reported to the Society 
that, after a trial at Havanna, the Anna Maria had been restored with her 
cargo (SMV B/P). 


2 See Cal SP (Col) 1726-27, p. 34 (17 March 1726). On 16 May it was agreed 
to enrol the Africa papers in a book. 


3 This petition was not presented. A petition on behalf of Bristol merchants 
was presented to the Board of Trade by John Becher on 17 March 1726 (Cal 
SP (Col), 1726-27, no. 78). 
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That a considerable branch of the trade of this city is to the 
island of Jamaica wherein a great number of ships are annually 
imployed which is become very precarious and attended with soe 
many difficulties that (unless some measures are taken to redress 
the following dangerous and growing evills) will in a manner be 
entirely ruined. 

First, the practice of the Spaniards fitting out vessells of force 
in the West Indies on pretense of guarding their coast have been to 
intercept our ships on their lawfull trade since the cessation of arms 
having taken and plundered about 20 saile belonging to this city to 
the value of {60,000 or upwards and although application attended 
with much charge and trouble hath been frequently made to the 
Spanish governors yet all endeavours for satisfaction have hitherto 
proved ineffectuall. 

Second, the Dutch and French ships frequently touch at the 
island of Jamaica on pretence of wanting necessaryes but in reality 
with an intent to trade and with the encouragement and connivance 
of some particular persons by which means they dispose of their 
commodityes in such large quantities that the British manufactures 
lye on the importers hands or are disposed at very low rates to the 
discouragement of our navigation and the fair trader. 

Thirdly, by a late custom that hath prevailed in Jamaica of 
passing pieces of eight of an uncertain weight in tale at ten royalls 
or 6s 3d should this be allowed or now! prevented in time wee dread 
the consequence for by the same rule that they are raised to 6s 3d 
in a few years they may advance them to Ios or 15s by which means 
creditors will be defrauded of their just dues and many other 
inconveniencyes will inevitably follow from them. . 

When we consider how zealous your Lordship has always been for 
the honour and service of your country wee cannot doubt your 
laying these grievances before his majesty and by favourable inter- 
position obtain an order for redressing them in a full and effectuall 
manner since your lordship is sensible that trade and navigation, 
the life and support of Great Brittaine, are greatly affected in one 
of the most beneficiall branches to the nation in generall. 

We are, with all possible respect, your lordships most obedient 

servants.2 


1 Recte ‘not’. 

2 This memorial of the merchants of Bristol is undated but Lord Townshend 
was secretary of state from to Feb. 1721 until 10 May 1730 when he retired 
from public life. 


, 
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That a considerable branch of the trade of this city is to the 
island of Jamaica, wherein a great number of ships are annually 
imployed, which is become very precarious and attended with many 
difficultyes by reason the subjects of his Catholick majestye, on 
pretence of guarding their coasts from unlawful traders, have for 
several years past fitted out vessels of force in the West Indies 
and have taken and plundered about twenty sail of ships belonging 
to this city to the value of £60,000 and upwards. 

That although application attended with much charge and 
trouble hath been frequently made to the Spanish government in 
America and at the court of Madrid, yett all endeavours for satisfac- 
tion hath hitherto proved ineffectuall. 

Pray that your majesty will be pleased, pursuant to the interest 
and meaning of the 14 articles of the treaty with Spaine in 1670,1 
to grant letters of reprizall to such of your majestyes subjects as 
have been injured and no proofe of the illegall captures and other 
depredations or to take such other measures for the satisfaction 
of the present sufferers and for the preservation of our trade 
and navigation to those parts as your majesty shall think fitt.? 


[May 1726] K/C Jamaica trade p.261 


That your majesty’s island of Jamaica which is of the greatest 
importance to your British subjects lies under many great dis- 
couragements by which means its so lessened in the number of white 
inhabitants as makes it lyable of being assaulted by its enemies if 
not favoured by your majesty’s most gracious protection and favour. 

Ist. In respect to the municipal laws of that Island which expired 
in October 1724 notwithstanding your majesty was pleased to give 
instructions to the Governour to assent to an Act for reviving those 
laws. Yett many inconveniences have risen and created soe much 
uneasiness that we are apprehensive may be attended with perni- 
cious consequences to that island if some proper remedies are not 
speedily taken to prevent them and to quiet the minds of the people. 

2dly. The Dutch and French ships of late frequently touch at 
the Island of Jamaica on pretence of wanting necessaries but in 


1 The text of this treaty of 10 July 1670 is printed in The State of the Island 
of Jamaica, pp. 64-5. See below pp. 64-5. 


2 An undated petition of the merchants of the city of Bristol and others 
trading to the British colonies in America. 
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reality with an intent to trade and with the encouragement and 
connivance of some particular persons by which means they dispose 
of their commodityes in such large quantities that the British 
manufactures lye on the importers hands or are disposed of at very 
low rates to the discouragement of our navigation and the fair 
trader. And its obvious that by those means great quantityes of 
bullion have been carryed away by those foreigners and your 
majesty’s customes very much impaired they being able to undersell 
us very considerably in such commodityes as they import having 
your goods at first hand and not paying any English duty. 

3dly. A late custom hath prevailed in Jamaica of passing peices 
of eight of an uncertain weight in tale at ten royalls or 6s 3d which- 
we consider if not prevented in time may be very prejudicialle 
to your majesty’s subjects for by the same rule that they are raised 
to 6s 3d in a few years they may advance them to ros or 15s by which 
means creditors will be defrauded of their just dues and many 
other inconveniences will inevitably follow from thence. 

Pray your majesty to take into consideration the distressed 
condition of the Island in respect to those and many other discourage- 
ments attending it and the trade thereof and to take such measures 
for their relief and to encourage the better settling of the Island as 
your majesty shall think convenient. 


On 18 October 1727 Peter Day produced a letter concerning the 
Jamaica bill and it was recommended a petition be sent to the King. 
This was done on 23 October 1727. 


[23 Oct 1727] K/C Jamaica duty on negroes pp.230-1 


That your petitioners being informed that the Assembly of 
Jamaica notwithstanding the instructions which some late Govern- 
ments of that Island have had not to pass any Bill or Bills imposing 
any duty on the trade and navigation of Great Britaine have 
lately passed a Bill of Assembly for the paying of dutyes on negroes 
as well on their importation as their exportation to the Spanish 
Coast represent: 

That the issuing or otherwise discouraging the importation of 
negroes into Jamaica will not only lessen and discourage the raising 


1 An undated petition of merchants and others of the city of Bristol trading 
to the island of Jamaica. A similar petition of London merchants was delivered 
to the Duke of Newcastle on 20 May 1726 (BM Add Mss 22676, f. 66; Cal SP 
(Col), Pp. 74-5). 
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or increasing the producement of the Island but the trade from 
thence with the Spaniards &c. 

That the laying of dutyes on negroes on importation and export- 
ation will necessarily have this effect as it will occasion a less number 
of negroes being sent to Jamaica since the duty of importation is 
paid or is ordered to be paid before any sale is made thereof or any 
certainty that negroes will be sold but at such prices as the planters 
shall think fitt to give for them, which if the importer is not satys- 
- fyed with the charge of keeping them, will quickly eat out the value 
and if he sends them to the Spanish coast he has another duty to pay 
on exportation. 

That the lessening the importation of negroes into Jamaica 
(which great dutyes on importation and exportation most certainly 
will) must necessarily not only lessen our exportation to Africa but 
the employment of our navigation as well as prevent the better 
settlement of our collonies consequently be destructive of the 
generall interest of the nation. 

Pray your majesty will be pleased to take the premises into your 
consideration and to give such directions to the Governour of 
Jamaica for their relief as shall seem meet. 


On 26 October 1727 the petition of the Society of Merchant Ad- 
venturers was received by the Privy Council. The hearing was fixed for 
31 October, the South Sea Company and the Jamaica merchants to 
have copies of the Bristol merchants’ petition. On 31 October 1727 the 
Committee for Plantation Affairs, after hearing counsel for the parties 
recommended that the order of 5 August be vacated and that an addi- 
tional instruction be prepared for Governor Hunter requiring him not 
to give his assent to any Act laying a duty on negroes landed in Jamaica 
for refreshment only. In any case where part only of a cargo was landed, 
the duty should be paid only on negroes disposed of in Jamaica. Fur- 
ther, the Assembly of Jamaica was to have liberty to lay such tax on the 
negroes of the island bought there as they should think fitt. On ro 
September the Hall ordered a petition be sent to the Privy Council 
concerning the Virginia duty on negroes imported there and a person 
be employed in London to solicit the affair. 


4O0ct 1728 KIC Virginia slave duty PRO CO 5/r3ar p.67 


That the present flourishing state of your majesty’s colonys in 
America is owing to the full supply of negroes carried thither by us, 
and other your majesty’s subjects, which hath greatly increased 
your revenues as also the trade and navigation ot this kingdom and 
employment of the poor. 

1 This petition was heard by the Privy Council on 26 and 31 Oct. 1727. 
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That the General Assembly of Virginia have lately passed an Act 
entitled an Act for laying a Duty on Slaves Imported and for appoint- 
ing a Treasurer. By which said Act a duty of forty shillings per 
head is made payable by the importer on all negroes brought into 
that colony which by the Act appears to be for the lessening of their 
own country charge and imposing it on us and other his majesty’s 
subjects of Great Britain trading thither, which we beg leave 
to say will be of very great prejudice to the trade of the whole 
nation, particularly to us of this city who are so greatly concerned 
in the Africa trade upon which we and the neighbouring countries 
do in a manner chiefly depend. 

Hope your majesty will not suffer that law to be established 
whereby we and the whole nation be such sufferers and that direct- 
ions may be given to the several Governors of your majesty’s 
colonys in America to prevent it for the future. 


On 26 February 1729 it was stated at the standing committee that a 
letter had been received from London saying that the merchants there 
had petitioned the Commons for redress for several captures of ships to 
the West Indies. The support of the Society in this affair was requested, 
whereupon it was recommended that a petition should be sent. 


4 March 1729 HC Spanish depredations CJ] XXI, 249 


That the British trade to and from America, by the continual 
depredations and hostilities of the Spaniards in those seas, is 
become almost as liable to capture, and confiscation, as in time of 
open war, and is rendered unsafe and precarious: and therefore 
praying the consideration of the House, and such redress as to the 
House shall seem fit. 

Ordered, that the said petition be referred to the consideration 
of the committee of the whole House, to whom the petition of divers 
merchants, and others, trading to, and interested in, the British 
plantations in America, in behalf of themselves, and many others is 
referred. 


On 10 February 1729 the standing committee considered letters from 
London advising that the South Sea Company were carrying on a trade 
to Africa to the great detriment of Bristol traders. It was recommended 


1 Received 4 Oct. 1728; read 8 Oct. 1728. See JCTP 1722-28, p. 429. 

2 This petition of the Incorporated Society of merchant-adventurers within 
the city of Bristol was one of a number presented on this subject. See CJ 
XXI, 297, 309, 311; S. Seyer, Memorials of Bristol (Bristol, 1823), II, 578; 
Stock, Proceedings, IV, 16. 
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that persons be sent to London to take care of the trade and to present 
a petition to Parliament. On 13 March news came that the Africa 
Company was about to petition Parliament concerning the forts on the 
coast of Africa. It was decided to send deputies to London to take care 
of the affair and to petition against the trading of the South Sea 
Company. 


22 March 1729 HC South Sea Company pp.233-8 


That in an Act of the oth of her late majesty Queen Anne! entitled 
an Act for making good deficiencies and satisfying the publick debts 
and for erecting a corporation to carry on a trade to the South Seas 
and for the encouragement of the fishery and for liberty to trade in 
unwrought irons with the subjects of Spaine and to repeal the 
Acts for registering seamen, it is among other things enacted that 
the Corporation to be erected in pursuance of this Act and their 
servants shall have and be entitled unto and they are hereby 
entituled unto and vested from the first day of August 1711 for ever 
in the sole trade and traffick into unto and from all the kingdoms, 
lands, countreys, territories, islands, citys, ports, havens, creekes 
and places of America on the east side thereof from the river Aronoco2 
to the southermost part of the Terra del Fuego and, on the west side 
thereof, from the southermost part of the Terra del Fuego through 
the South Seas the northermost part of America and into, unto 
and from all countreys, islands and places within the said limitts, 
which are reputed to belong to the crowne of Spaine, or which shall 
hereafter be found out or discovered within the said limitts, not 
exceeding 300 leagues from the continent of America, between the 
southermost part of Terra del Fuego and the northermost part of 
America on the said west side thereof, and that if any of the subjects 
of her Majesty, her heirs or successors shall indirectly or directly 
visitt or frequent, trade or traffick or adventure into, unto or from 
the South Seas or other the ports within the limitts aforesaid, 
contrary to the true meaning of this Act or shall hire, freight or 
fitt out any ship, or lade or putt on board any ship or ships, any 
goods or merchandize whatsoever with intent to haunt, frequent, 
traffick, trade or adventure into, unto or from the South Seas, or 
other parts within the limitts aforesaid, contrary to the true mean- 
ing of this Act, every such offender or offenders shall incurr the 
forfeiture or loss of all ships and vessells, which shall be employed 
in such trade, with the guns, tackle, apparell and furniture thereunto 


1g Anne c. 21. 
2 = Orinoco (Venezuela). 
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belonging, and also the goods and merchandize laden thereupon, 
and all the proceeds and effects of the same, and also double the 
value thereof vizt: one-fourth part thereof to the house of her 
majesty, her heirs or successors, one other fourth part thereto to 
such person or persons as will seize, informe or sue for the same, 
and the other two-fourth parts thereof to the use of the company 
or corporation to be erected in pursuance of this Act and such 
forfeiture and penalty to be recovered with full cost of suits in any 
of her majestyes courts of record in such manner as aforesaid. 

That, in pursuance of the said Act of Parliament, the present 
Company were incorporate by letters patent under the great seale 
of Great Brittaine by and under the title of the Government and 
Company of Merchants of Great Brittaine trading to the South Sea 
and other parts of America and for encouraging the fishery but 
without any other or greater libertys and powers of trading than 
are by the Act given and granted. 

That, notwithstanding it is declared in the preamble of the Act 
that it is of the greatest consequence to the honour and welfare of 
this kingdome and for the encrease of the strength and riches thereof 
and for vending the product and manufactured goods and merchan- 
dizes of or brought into the kingdome and employment of the poor, 
a trade should be carryed on to the South Seas, yet your petitioners 
cannot find, on the strictest enquiry, that the said company ever 
brought or hired any ships or purchased any goods or merchandizes 
in order to the carrying on a trade to the South Seas, on the con- 
trary your petitioners begg leave to represent to the House that her 
late majesty Queen Anne, having obtained from the King of Spaine 
by a treaty concluded at Utrecht the liberty of supplying the Spanish 
Indies with negroes with a reservation to his Catholick majesty of 
one-fourth of the profitts arising thereby, her majesty was graciously 
pleased to give her right and title therein to the Governor and 
Company of the merchants trading to the South Seas in manner and. 
on the terms and conditions by the treaty commonly called the 
Assiento Treaty given and granted by his Catholick majesty.! 

That the Company, by adopting of the contract or becoming 
Assientists on the termes and conditions of the treaty, rendered 
themselves incapable of trading into the South Seas and thereby, 
as your petitioners conceive, betrayed the legislature who gave 
them the sole liberty of trading into those parts exclusive of all 


1 The Assiento Contract provided for the supply of slaves to the Spanish 
American colonies. It was transferred to England by article XII of the 
Treaty of Utrecht, 1713 (see Donnan, Documents, II, 151-3.) 
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other subjects of Great Brittaine, since, by the 44 articles of the 
treaty, it is expressly stipulated that the Assientists should not 
carry on or attempt any unlawful trade or other trade than specified 
in the contract, directly or indirectly under any pretence whatso- 
ever. 

That the Act, empowering her late majesty Queene Anne to in- 
corporate the Company, excluded all the rest of the subjects of 
Great Brittaine from trading within their limitts, and the Company 
by their acceptance of the Assiento Contract, excluded themselves 
from trading into the South Seas or in any other manner than 
permitted by the Assiento Treaty, your petitioners have been, with 
many others the subjects of Great Brittaine, not only debarred the 
liberty of trading into the South Seas or from sending ships into 
that part of the World and during the two ruptures with Spain but 
have had this company traders to and rivalls with them in this 
commerce to the coast of Africa and the Brittish plantations in 
America to the great loss and prejudice of your petitioners and others 
the private merchants of Great Brittaine and the planters in America 
and contrary to and in breach of their charter, since your petitioners 
conceive that the intention of the legislature was, and the charter 
will only warrant them to trade within the limitts therein prescribed, 
and to no other part of the world. 

That, although your petitioners conceive this company trading 
to Africa is not allowed them by their charter and that those 
trading to that coast is a great loss and prejudice to your petitioners 
and others the merchants trading to Africa and the Brittish 
plantations in America, yett they would not presume to represent 
to this House against their trading to the coast of Africa, provided 
the Company and Assientists were not able to procure negroes any 
other wayes and on much lower termes for answering the Assiento 
contract than by their trading themselves, and were it not greatly 
for the advantage of the nation and the benefitt of the proprietors 
of the state as well as the interest of your petitioners that the 
Company should be restrained therefrom therefore your petitioners 
begg leave further to represent. 

That the private merchants of the kingdome, having enlarged 
and encreased the trade to Africa, within 20 years past near trebled 
to what it was at any period before the trade was free and open to 
all the subjects of Great Brittaine, whereby there has been and is 
annually imported into the plantations upward of 25,000 negroes, 
two-thirds or more of which are imported into Jamaica. They 
conceive the Company can never be at a loss to make choice out of 
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such a number of negroes, 3600 which are the complement they are 
obliged to supply the Spaniards with yearly or to pay duties for 
them in case of default. 

That the Company may be supplied with negroes at all times at 
Jamaica to supply the Spaniards, with any number they can possibly 
require from them and your petitioners are ready to make it appear 
that the Company will allwayes be able to buy them from the private 
merchants at Jamaica not only much cheaper, but more certainly 
and to have properer assortment than it is possible for them to import 
themselves into that island by trading to Africa, your petitioners 
must owne, as other merchants in Great Brittaine joining with them 
in declaring, that they are entirely at a loss for the reasons of the 
directors engaging the Company in trading to Africa, unless it be 
to reale power and influence to themselves and witb a view to the 
beating out the private merchants (by the great prices they permitt 
their commanders or supercargoes to give for negroes on the coast of 
Africa) out of this trade, whereby to obtaine their trade entirely to 
themselves and, with it, the greater part of the trade of the planta- 
tions by the importation of the produce of the colony into their 
kingdome. 

Therefore, as the Company have, by the Act of the gth of her late 
majesty Queen Anne and their charter, only liberty given them to 
trade to the South Seas and that they may be supplied with negroes 
to answer the Assiento contract without trading to Africa and that 
their trading to that coast is of great loss and prejudice to the 
private merchants of this kingdome, without being any advantage 
to the nation in generall or the proprietors in particular, on the 
contrary a very great loss to both, as your petitioners are ready to 
make appear. 

Pray the House to take the premises into consideration 
and that the South Sea Company be restrained from carrying on 
any trade to the coast of Africa for the future. 

22nd March 1728/9 The above petition was sent to London. 


On 3 November 1729 a proposal of the London merchants that two- 
fifths of the expenses incurred in defending the African trade should be 
defrayed by them, two-fifths by the Bristol Merchants and one-fifth by 
the Liverpool merchants was agreed by the Hall.1 At a later meeting 
that month, on 28 November, a committee was appointed to protect the 
city’s interest, to prepare petitions and to send deputies to London in 
conjunction with the Corporation of Bristol in view of the renewed 


1See Donnan. Documents, II, 433 n.1. Anestimate of the charges of the 
Royal African Company for 1731 is printed in ibid. II, 433-7. 


IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 31 


efforts of the African Company. On 5 December the African Committee 
of the Society agreed to meet twice a week at the Three Tuns Tavern. 


16 March 1730 Medtterranean Passes pp.262-9 


At the court of St James the 16th day of March 1729/30 present 
the Kings most excellent majesty in counsell. 

Whereas there was this day read at the Board a report from the 
right honourable the Lords of the Committee of Council at 25th 
day of February last! which report is in the words following vizt: 

Your majesty, having been pleased to refer unto this committee 
several petitions from the merchants, owners of ships and traders 
to parts beyond the seas from the port of London and also from the 
outports of this kingdom, complaining of the heavy burthen brought 
on the trade of this kingdome by the fees taken upon the frequent 
renewal of Mediterranean passes and praying to be relieved therein. 
The Lords of the Committee have, in obedience to your majesty’s 
commands, taken the petitions into their consideration and have 
been attended by the petitioners and heard all that they had to 
offer in support of the petitions and their lordships have thereupon 
consulted with the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty and the 
Commissioners of his majesty’s Customs and do agree to report to 
your majesty that it appears that upon a representation made to 
your majesty by the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty that 
severall passes of the old forme might have fallen into the hands of 
foreigners who, under colour of such passes, might carry on their 
trade to the prejudice of your majesty’s subjects. 

Your majesty was pleased, on the 31st of December last, for putting 
a speedy stopp to such indirect practices to issue your royall procla- 
mation, directing that all passes of the old forme should not continue 
in force longer than twelve months, computed from the first of 
March next, except such as had been granted to ships gone or going 
on remote voyages where they cannot be timely furnished with new 
passes and requiring all your majesties subjects, who had any old 
passes in their possession, to returne the same within twelve months 
from the said first of March to the Admiralty Office of Great Brit- 
taine or to the Collectors of the Customs at the outports of Great 
Brittaine and Ireland or to the Governors of your majesties planta- 


1 This is a transcript from the Privy Council Register Books. This opening 
passage and the final sentence are to be found in PRO PC 2/o1, p. 213. The 
report itself is in the same volume, pp. 187-90. 
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tions, in order to be their cancelled and that they should furnish 
themselves with passes of a new forme in lieu for their several ships 
and vessells, according to the treaties subsisting between your 
majesty and the governments on the coast of Barbary and the 
regulations made by order of his late majesty in Counsell on the 
14th June 1722 and theinstructions given to the Lords Commissioners 
of the Admiralty thereupon. 

The hardships principal insisted on by the petitioners were these: 
Ist That the fee demanded at the Admiralty Office for each pass is 
twenty-five shillings. 

2nd that, at the outports, when the officers of the customs have 
delivered passes from the Admiralty Office, they have taken additio- 
nal fees over and above the said 25s. 

3rd that the like fee of 25s. has been taken by the Admiralty 
Office and the additional fee by the Officers of the customs at the 
outports upon the renewing of any such passes, although no altera- 
tion had been made in the property, name or description of the said 
ship. 

Whereupon the Lords of the Committee begg leave to informe 
your majesty that a like complaint was made to your majesty’s 
royal predecessor King Charles the Second on account of fees taken 
at the Admiralty Office upon issuing Mediterranean passes which, 
_ having been examined into by his majesty, an Order in Counsell was 
issued bearing date the 23rd day of March 1677 for moderating the 
said fees, by which order it appears that the fee of 25s. was allowed 
to be taken by the Admiralty Office upon the issuing a Mediterranean 
pass tho at that time there was no stamp duty in being. 

And their lordships further humbly informe your majesty that an 
Order in Counsell was issued in the reigne of your majesties late 
royall father bearing date the 13th of July 1717, whereby the 
Office of Admiralty were allowed to take the like fee of 25s. upon the 
issuing such pass, in which fee are included the stamp duties pay- 
able by Act of Parliament. Upon considering which orders and in 
regard that 25s. was allowed so long since as the year 1676 as a 
moderate fee, their lordships are of opinion that it may be reason- 
able to allow the like fee to be continued to be taken for every new 
pass that shall be issued from the Admiralty Office, including the 
stamp dutye and all other demands of the said Office. But their 
lordships are of opinion that noe pass shall be deemed a new pass 
but where the property, name or dimension of the ship is altered 
from what it was in the old pass; or that there is no old pass produced 
in order to be cancelled upon the delivering a new one. 
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Yett as the frequent occasions of renewing such passes (for the 
better preventing their falling into the hands of foreigners) may 
bring too heavy a burthen on the trade of your majesties subjects 
their lordships are of opinion that the merchants should not be 
obliged to renew their passes in less time than twelve months, 
unless they shall find it for their convenience sooner to renew the 
same and that no more than fifteen shillings be taken upon the 
renewing of any such pass, ten shillings thereof as the fee to the 
Admiralty Office and the other five shillings for stamps parchment 
printing &c. 

And it having been alleged by the petitioners that further fees 
have been taken of the merchants by the officers of the Customes at 
the outports of this Kingdom, upon pretense of extraordinary 
trouble in taking the oath and bond and giving a certificate in order 
to obtaine the said pass from the Admiralty Office, their lordships 
do therefore agree humbly to report to your majesty as their opinion, 
that the merchants residing there ought to be putt upon as easy a 
footing in this respect as those residing in London. And to that end 
that the officers of the Customes at the outports should be strictly 
enjoyned upon the delivery of any such pass to demand no more 
than the said fee of 25s. for a new pass and 15s. for a renewed pass, 
according to what is before proposed to be taken at the Admiralty 
Office and that they do take the oath and bond and send the proper 
certificate in order to obtain the pass for the merchant without any 
other fee or demand whatsoever. 

And whereas it appeared that the officers of the Customes of the 
outports have hitherto transmitted their certificates to the Custome 
House in London, in order to be sent from thence to the Admiralty 
Office for obtaining a pass and that such pass, when signed by the 
Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, hath been sent from the Ad- 
miralty Office to the Custome House in London to be transmitted from 
thence to the officers at the outports, which method may have been at- 
tended not only with unnecessary delays, but also with an addition of 
expence to the merchants, their lordships are therefore of opinion 
that, for avoiding the same for the future, the officers at the outports 
should be required to send their certificates, together with the 
affidavit and what else is required for obtaining such pass, directly 
to the Admiralty Office, who should be likewise required to trans- 
mitt the pass directly to the officers at the outports to be delivered 
to the merchants. 

And it having further appeared to this committee that some of the 
surveyors at the outports have demanded a fee of five shillings and 
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others a fee of two shillings and sixpence for their extraordinary 
trouble in going on board and measuring the ships and afterwards 
in certifying a particular account thereof to the collector of the 
Customes, in order to obtain a pass their lordships are therefore of 
opinion that all the surveyors at the outports should be strictly 
required not to demand more than two shillings and sixpence for 
every ship they shall so survey and certify for. His majesty, taking 
the said report into consideration, was pleased, with the advice of 
his Privy Counsell, to approve thereof and to order, as it is hereby © 
ordered, that the severall matters therein proposed be duly observed 
and complyed with and the right honourable the Lords Commis- 
sioners of the Admiralty are to give the necessarv directions herein as 
to them may respectively appertain. 
Edward Southwell 


Extract of the Votes of the House of Commons 
Tovis 26 die Martii 1730 


Sir Nathaniel Curzon (according to order) reported from the com- 
mittee of the whole House to whome it was referred to consider of 
the state of the trade to Africa the resolutions they had directed 
him to report to the House which he read in his place and afterwards 
delivered in at the Table where the same were read and as are 
followeth viszt: 

Resolved, that it is the opinion of this committee that the trade 
to Africa ought allways to remaine free and open to all his majesties 
subjects. 

Resolved, that it is the opinion of this committee that the trade 
and navigation to the coast of Africa ought never to be taxed with 
any dutyes whatsoever for the support and maintenance of any — 
forts and settlements. 

Resolved, that it is the opinion of this committee that British 
forts and settlements on the Coast of Africa are necessary for 
securing and preserving to Great Brittaine the trade to those parts. 

Resolved, that is is the opinion of this committee that an allowance 
ought to be made towards the support and maintenance of the said 
forts and settlements. 

The first of the said resolutions being read a second time was 
agreed unto by the house. | 

The second of the said resolutions being read a second time was 
agreed unto by the house nemine contradicente. 

The third of the said resolutions being read a second time was with 
an amendment agreed unto by the house and is as tolloweth vizt: 
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Resolved, that Brittish forts and settlements on the coast of 
Africa are necessary to be maintained as marks of the possessions of 
Great Brittaine in those parts. 

The last of the said resolutions being read a second time was 
agreed unto by the house. 

Mr. Chancellor of the Exchequer acquainted this house that his 
majesty, having been informed of the state and condition of the 
Brittish forts and settlements in Africa, had commanded him to 
acquaint this house that his majesty recommended to their 
consideration the making such provisions as this house shall think 
proper towards the support and maintenance of the forts and 
settlements. 

Ordered, that the Royall African Company’s full establishment of 
their severall forts and castles in Africa with an account of the 
number, names and qualities of the persons who were actually 
upon the said establishment the last year ending the 31st day of 
December 1729 and the changes of the same distinguishing how much 
thereof is on account of trade and how much for the maintenance 
and defence of the said forts and castles be referred to the committee — 
of the whole House who are appointed to consider further of the 
supply granted to his majesty. 


On 5 February 1731 it was recommended that when occasion arose 
the Hall petition against the direct importation of sugars into Ireland 
from any part of America.! Later that month, on 23 February, it was 
stated at Hall that a petition of merchants and others of Bristol trading 
with America had been presented to the Commons.? The same day the 
Hall agreed to address a petition to Parliament for the better recovery 
of debts due to British subjects in the plantations.® 


27 Feb 173r HC American debts p.269 


The under-written petition was then sent to London: 
That they being traders to the Brittish colonys and plantations 
in America, are under very great difficultys in obtaining their debts, 


1 The attempt to check Irish trade with the foreign plantations was success- 
ful in 1733 when, by an Act of that year (6 Geo. II c. 13), it was laid down 
that foreign sugars should not be imported into Ireland unless shipped from 
Great Britain (see G. O’Brien, The Economic History of Iveland in the Eighteenth 
Century (Dublin and London, 1918), p. 178). 

2 See CJ XXI, 631 (16 Feb. 1731). 

3 A committee of the Hall was appointed on 14 Dec. 1730 to consider this 
guestion in conjunction with the merchants of London and Liverpool. It 
was agreed that the Society should bear a proportion of the charge. 
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for want of a more effectuall method for the recovering thereof 
and are subject to very great discouragements in carrying on their 
trade to that part of the world by reason of the dutyes and imposi- 
tions which are laid by Assemblies (without any previous notice) 
on the trade and navigation of this kingdom. 

Pray that the House will take the premisses into consideration 
and grant such relief as shall seem meet. 


On 26 May 1731 the standing committee recommended that the King 
be petitioned to disapprove the Act placing a duty on negroes imported 
into Jamaica and to forbid the Governor to assent to such laws in future. 
On 31 May the Hall ordered that a petition to the Privy Council to the 
above effect be drawn up and that it be supported in London at the 
charge of the Hall.2 


On 3 January 1732 the standing committee recommended that {100 
be paid towards the expenses of procuring the King’s dissent to the Act 
imposing further duties on the import and export of negroes in the 
Plantations and towards the affair relating to the recovery of debts 
there. A petition on the latter subject was adopted and Alderman Day 
and Mr L. Lyde are requested to go up with it to London. 


8 Jan 1732 HAC American debts p.270 


That they being traders to most of the Brittish colonyes and plant- 
ations in America are under very great difficultys in carrying on 
said trade which cannot be done without contracting large debts with 
the inhabitants, the recovery whereof is at present very precarious 
and uncertaine for want of some more effectual method than the 
laws in the said plantations have yett provided. 

That in severall of the said colonyes and plantations greater and 
higher dutys are laid on their ships and merchandize than are 
imposed. on the ships and merchandize of persons residing therein. 

That these grievances are a discouragement to the trade and 
industry of his majesty’s subjects residing in Great Brittaine who 
after adventuring their fortunes to the danger of the seas find their 
propertys precarious in the said colonyes and plantations. 


1 The petition was presented on 2 March when it was ordered it should lie 
on the table (CJ XXI, 656) Stock, Proceedings, IV, 89-90). An act for the 
more easy recovery of debts in the plantations and colonies in America was 
passed .in 1732 (5 Geo. IIc. 7). ° 


2 There were also petitions from London and Liverpool (see PRO PC 2/90 
f. 413; APC (Col) III, 161-2; Donnan, Documents, II, 440n.1). The Act was 
subsequently disallowed. 
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Pray the House to take the premises into consideration and that 
your petitioners may be relieved by being enabled to recover their 
just debts and that the said trade may be put on an equal footing 
with the rest of his majesty’s subjects in the said plantations. 

8 Jan 1731 


The above petition was then delivered to Mr Alderman Day 


On 11 May 1732 the standing committee ordered a petition be sent 
to the King complaining of the actions of the Governor of Jamaica. 


16 May 1732 KIC Jamaica slave duty pp.271-2 


This petition was sent to London to Mr. Wood by express. 

That your majesty was pleased (upon three severall petitions 
of the traders of London, Bristoll and Liverpool, complaining of an 
Act passed in Jamaica entitled an Act for raising severall sums of 
money and applying the same to severall uses, whereby a duty of 
fiveteen shillings a head was laid on negroes imported and a 
duty of thirty shillings a head on negroes exported and praying that 
your majesty would be pleased to disapprove the Act and to restrain 
the Governor of that Island from giving his assent to any Act of 
Assembly laying any duty either on the importation or exportation 
of negroes for the future) by your royall instructions, bearing date 
the roth of December 1731 to command the Governor of the Island _, 
on pain of your highest displeasure, to adhere more strictly to the 
instructions for the future and absolutely to forbid him to give his 
assent to any law imposing duties upon negroes imported into 
Jamaica payable by the importer or upon any negroes exported 
that had not been sold in the island continued there for the space 
of twelve months. 

That notwithstanding your majesty’s instructions and not only 
his having either received the same or notice that the same wasdirect- 
ed by your majesty in Counsell to be prepared, but also his having 
received a copy of the report of the Lords for Trade and plantations, 
wherein their Lordships are of opinion ‘‘that the Act Intituled an 
Act for raising severall Sums of Money and applying the same to 
severall uses, so far as it related to the duties on negroes imported or 
exported was a burthen on the British trade and navigation and 
certainly contrary to your majesty’s additional instruction to the 
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Governor of Jamaica dated the 13th Nov. 1727 and that your ° 
majesty should signify your dissatisfaction of this proceeding to the 
Governor and command him on pain of your royal displeasure to 
adhere more strictly to his instructions for the future and that he 
should be absolutely forbid for the future to give his assent to any 
law imposing duties upon negroes imported payable by the importer 
or upon any negroes exported that had not been sold in the Island 
and continued there for the space of twelve months’. Your peti- 
tioners represent: 

That Mr. Hunter, your majesty’s Governor of Jamaica, has not 
only in defiance of such instructions received or of which he had 
notice was preparing to be sent him, but also in disregard of the 
report of your majesty’s assent to an Act for raising severall sums 
of mony and applying the same to severall uses whereby a duty of 
ten shillings a head is laid on all negroes imported and twenty 
shillings a head on all negroes exported. And that the better to 
colour his acting as well in defiance of your majesty’s royal pleasure 
as in disregard of the said report Mr Hunter has transmitted an 
Address and Representation of the Counsell and Assembly of Jamaica 
complaining of your majesty’s instruction, and praying that your 
majesty will be pleased to revoke the same. 

That they conceive that as your majesty’s instruction is founded 
on the highest reason for incouraging the trade of your majesty’s 
subjects and increasing the British settlements in America and that 
there is not any one thing offered in the Address and Representation 
which has shown the contrary or which may induce your majesty 
to revoke the same for they are willing to hope it will not be judged 
reasonable that the trade and navigation of this Kingdom should 
be taxed “because the South Sea Company’s carrying on the 
Assiento contract may be of prejudice to the Island or because the 
Island must necessarily be at an expense of two thousand pounds a 
month for parties raised to reduce the rebellious negroes, besides an 
expense of twenty thousand pounds if the intended settlements 
on the exposed parts of the Island should take effect”; since at this 
time the value of the commodities produced in Jamaica is much 
greater than at any time heretofore. 

Therefore in consideration of the premises and as your majesty’s 
subjects trading to that Island will labour under the greatest 
hardships if the said imposition on negroes be continued. 

Beseech that the Act imposing a duty on negroes as well on im- 
portation as exportation may have your majesty’s immediate 
disapprobation and that your majesty’s Governor of Jamaica may 
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be directed to adhere strictly to your majesty’s royal instruction 
of the roth Dec. 1731.1 


The standing committee were ordered to petition the King on 11 May 
1732 against the constant Spanish depredations and three weeks later, 
on x June 1732, it was decided that as the King would have left for 
Hanover before the petition could get to London the address be altered 
so that it could be presented to the Queen Regent. 


[ ] A/c Spanish depredations bp.273-5 


That by severall treaties with the crowne of Spain the safety of 
British trade and navigation to and from your majesty’s Dominions 
in America have been in the securest manner provided for against 
any assaults or obstructions whatsoever from the subjects of his 
Catholick majesty, in those seas particularly by the Treaty of 
Madrid of the 8th/18th July 1670, intituled A Treaty for restrain- 
ing Depredations, and establishing peace between the two crowns 
in America which again was ratifyed and confirmed by the Treaty 
of Utrecht in the year 1713. Notwithstanding so soon after that 
time commissions were granted to private persons by his Catholick 
majesty or his Governours in the West Indies under the title of 
guarde de costas, who not only visit and interrupt the shipps and 
vessells of your majesty’s subjects trading in those parts, contrary 
to the true intent and meaning of the treaty, but also seize, carry 
into port and make prize of great numbers of Brittish shipps of 
great value, treating his majesty’s subjects who navigate them with 
uncommon severities, for which no satisfaction hath as yett ever 
been made to the sufferers and which practice is continued even to 
this very time. 

And aithough your petitioners had good reason to hope that the 
late Treaty of Seville? (by which that of Utrecht is renewed and con- 
firmed) would have putt an entire end to all commissions granted to 
private persons, subjects of his Catholick majesty under colour of 


1 This petition was read on 5 June and referred by the Privy Council to 
the Board of Trade (PRO, PC 2/o1, ff. 659-60). Together with petitions 
from London, Liverpool, the South Sea Company and other material, it was 
considered by the Board during September and early October. The Board 
recommended that the Act be repealed and the Privy Council renewed its 
instructions to this effect (Donnan, Documents, II, 440 and note 2; Cal SP 
(Col), 1732, pp. 136-7). A copy of the Bristol petition is to be found in PRO 
CO 137/20, ff. 11-12. 

2 The Treaty of Seville, concluded with Spain on 9 Nov. 1729, ceded Gibral- 
tar to England and confirmed the Assiento agreement. 
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which they have for so many years past cruized in a hostile manner 
upon the British navigation in those seas to the undoing of a great 
many of your majesty’s subjects residing in America as well as 
Great Britain, yett to our great concern and dayly expense and by 
advices we find those guarde de costas continue to be fitted out by 
such private persons and to cruize on your majesty’s trading 
subjects on the high seas in the West Indies, as appears according 
to an abstract of part of a letter lately received from thence and 
hereto annexed, who not only visitt all British ships as aforesaid, 
contrary to the said treaties but seize and make prize of such of 
them as have on board any silver, logwood, Jesuitts bark,! or any 
other of the produce of the Spanish Dominions in America and yett 
Spanish coyned silver is and always hath been, from the infancy of 
your majesty’s colonys to this very day, the only currency in all of 
them and the factors of the South Sea Company pay for the negroes 
they buy to supply the Assiento Contract with the said silver, 
logwood &c which they receive of the Spaniards for payment for 
negroes. 

They beg further to represent to your majesty that in no period 
of time before was the British trade in those seas under the like 
insecure circumstances or ever has it been known that the subjects 
of any prince have been authorised to arm, seize, take, carry into 
port and confiscate the ships and goods of your majesty’s defenceless 
subjects for so many years together and still to continue so to do in 
a profound peace and in violation of all former as well as later 
treaties and no restitution as yett to be made for the same. 

By the 4th article of the treaty of 1670, which was ratifyed and 
confirmed by the Treaty of Commerce at Utrecht 1773, all private 
commissions of what kind soever are thereby revoked and supressed 
being to the prejudice of the subjects of either crowne and tis 
farther provided that all persons offending shall not only be crimi- 
nally punished but compelled to make satisfaction to the injured. 

And altho by the 8th article of the treaty the subjects of either 
crown are not to sail into and trade in the ports and havens of each 
other respectively in the West Indies, yet by the fiveteenth article 
tis expressly provided that it’s always to be understood the liberty 
of navigation in those seas ought in no manner to be interrupted 
when nothing is committed against the meaning of those articles. 


1 Jesuit’s bark or cinchona bark, so called because its virtues were first 
made known by Jesuit missionaries, contains quinine, etc. It was used for 
drug making. 
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Farther they have reason to believe that this method of granting 
commissions by the Spanish Governours in America is grounded 
upon powers and instructions given before the treaty of 1670, before 
which time the subjects of his Catholick majesty in the West Indies 
cruized on the navigation of the British nation in a hostile manner, 
likewise commissions of reprisal were granted to such British subjects 
who desired them to cruize on the Spaniards and they are informed 
that some of these commissions particularly that granted to a 
certain guarde de costa by the Governour of St. Domingo, a copy 
whereof or to that effect is hereunto annexed, which was lately 
produced in the case of the ship Robdert,1 Story King, Commander, 
at the barr of the House of Commons, was granted by virtue of 
instructions under the regency of the Queen of Spain, dated at 
Madrid February 22nd in the year 1664, and its remarkable the like 
treatment is dayly exercised by the present guarde de costa, as was 
then by those who acted under the authority of commissions granted 
by the governours of his Catholick majesty to private persons before 
the treaty of 1670, which private commissions so granted unless 
suppressed and discontinued or letters of reprisalls granted as 
formerly to your majesty’s trading subjects not only your majesty’s 
subjects but the British commerce in those seas must unavoidably 
be ruined and lost. . 

Pray your majesty would be pleased to take the premises into 
consideration and procure such redress therein as may effectually 
putt an end to the depredations and injuries dayly exercised by the 
subjects of his Catholick majesty on your majesty’s British subjects 
in America under countenance of commissions contrary to all 
treatys in being. 


On 2 January 1733 the standing committee recommended the Hall to 
support the proposals of the London merchants concerning the duties on 
rum and sugar. These were (a) that sugar, mollasses and rum imported 


1The Robert Galley of Bristol, on a voyage from Guinea to Jamaica had 
been taken off the coast of Hispaniola on 20 May 1729 and carried into Saint 
Domingo by a Spanish guarda la costa and there condemned as a prize. 
The owners (Edmund Saunders, Henry Tonge and Richard Farr), together 
with the insurer (Henry Lloyd) and the master and crew of the ship had 
petitioned the English crown on this matter in Nov. 1729. In Feb. 1731 
they had joined with other Bristol merchants to petition against Spanish 
depredations (CJ XXI, 631). Together with other cases, some papers con- 
cerning the Robert Galley were laid before Parliament on 23 Jan. 1736 (CJ 
XXII, 51). and 19 Feb. 1736 (CJ XXII, 573.). The owners presented a further 
petition on their own account before the Commons on 3 March 1738 (CJ 
XXIII, 55) and papers relating to the Robert were laid before the Lords on 
25 April 1738 (LJ XXV, 22) and 27 February 1739 (LJ XXV, 303). See 
Stock, Proceedings, IV, 262, 276, 281, 360, 516 n. 159 and 682 n. 84. 
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into the American colonies should pay the same duty as if imported into 
England; (b) that the sugar duty here should be drawn back on export; (c) 
that there should be a bounty on all British plantation sugars exported 
and (d) a further bounty on all refined sugars exported; (e) that British 
plantation rum should be imported on lower duties than foreign brandies; 
and (f) that the excise on molasses spirit be drawn back im proportion 
to that of malt. A week later, on 9 February, the Hall accepted the 
first five recommendations and directed the committee to pursue the 
proposals and to petition Parliament for its approval. It was agreed 
to send a deputation to London if necessary. 


On 23 February a petition was sent to Trinity House supporting the 
proposal for a lighthouse on Flat Holm in the Bristol Channel.! At the 
Hall on 12 March it was announced that the scheme for laying an excise 
on tobacco and wine was to be introduced into the Commons the follow- 

Ing Wednesday. Accordingly Mr Innys and Mr Cooper were desired to 
go immediately to London to use their endeavours in conjunction with 
the Londoners to oppose the excise. A petition against it was to be sent 
if required. Later that year, on 26 November the Hall ordered a 
petition be prepared against the confirmation of the Virginia and South 
Carolina Acts laying duties on the import of negroes. 


23 Nov 1733. KIC Duites on negroes p.275 


That notwithstanding your majesty’s order of the 10 December 
1731 to your Governor of Jamaica and South Carolina not to lay a 
duty on negroes imported in either of the said plantations, yett the 
Governor of Jamaica hath passed an Act entituled an Act for 
raising severall sums of money and applying the same to severall 
uses &c passed the 1st August last, whereby the duty of negroes 
imported or to be imported is continued with severe penaltys and 
other hardships on the masters of ships if they do not conform them- 
selves to the several clauses of the Act relating to the duty of 
importation of negroes, which by the Act will more largely appear. 

That your Majesty’s Governor of South Carolina has also, by an 
Act of the Generall Assembly of that Province ratifyed the 2oth 
August 1731 (and sent over for your royall assent), continued the 
extravagant duty of ten pounds (of that money) per head on all 
negroes there imported and also, that by the Act, further paper 
creditt of one hundred and four thousand pounds (besides the one 

1In 1702 the Society had been interested in the proposal of Blethin Smyth 
to set up a lighthouse on Flat Holm. The proposal was revived in 1727 
when the standing committee examined the petition of Edward Medlicott. 
The minute book of Trinity House contains a record of the Society’s petition 
in 1733 but no copy of it has been found. See W. R. Chaplin, ‘The history 


of Flat Holm lighthouse’, The American Neptune, XX(1960), 5-43 and see 
below p. 47. 
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hundred and six thousand pounds formerly issued) is imposed on the 
subjects of your Majesty, both which laws we take to be contrary to 
your royall instructions and to the true interest of the British trade. 
That, by another Act of the province of South Carolina ratifyed 
December 1696 and by severall laws continued since, “It is enacted 
that no person residing shall be arrested, sued or impleaded in any 
court or imprisoned for any debt or whether the same be by bill, 
bond or any other speciality, reckoning or account whatsoever 
contracted before his arrival there and till after five years after his 
artival there, whereby many of your majesty’s honest subjects 
have been defrauded of their just debts by people liable to them, 
who can as often renew the five years by going off to the adjacent 
colonies and returning as that time shall run out.” | 
Pray for such relief herein as shall [seem] meet and permitt them 
to be heard by their counsell against the Acts.? . 


It was agreed on 6 December 1734 to oppose the proposal of the 
Governor of Jamaica before the Privy Council in conjunction with the 
merchants of London and Liverpool. This recommendation of the 
standing committee was approved by the Hall on 20 December and it 
was ordered that all future attempts to levy duties on the importation 
of negroes in any colony be likewise opposed. 


On 25 Feb 1736 a letter was read from a London solicitor that 
Parliament was being petitioned to allow West India sugars to be sent 
direct south of Cape Finisterre? and also to permit the importation of 
cotton wool. A committee was appointed to prepare a petition against 
the first proposal and to send fit persons to London. The Corporation 
was asked to bear half the cost. On 4 March the standing Committee 
recommended a petition in favour of the cotton bill be sent to London. 


15 March 1736 HC Cotton Wool p.276 


That large quantities of cotton wool, being the growth of his 
majesties plantations in America, are yearly imported into this city, 
which is generally purchased or taken in exchange for woolens, 
fustians and other the manufactures of Great Britain. 

That the cotton imported not only employs vast numbers of 
people in the manufacturing thereof in this Kingdom, but that the 
goods made therefrom are very essential in purchasing negroes on 

1A copy of this petition is to be found in PRO CO 5/362 ff. 213-216. It 
was signed by Jacob Elton, mayor, and 41 others. The petition was considered 


by the Privy Council on 6 Dec. 1733 and then referred to the Board of Trade 
for their report. The petition is calendared in Cal SP(Col), 1733, pp- 425. 


2 See below pp. 50-51. 
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the coast of Africa, who are carryed from thence to the British 
colonys in America. 

That the importation of cotton wool is of very great service to 
the West India trade by reason of its being a light commodity and 
pays a large freight to your petitioners and others concerned in the 
trade and consequently is a great incouragement to the navigation 
of this Kingdom. 

Pray that the bill, now before the House, to explain and amend 
an Act passed in the 7th year of the reign of his late majesty King 
George the first intituled, an Act to preserve and encourage the 
woolen and silk manufactures of this kingdom, and for more effec- 
tual employing the poor by prohibiting the use and wear of all printed, 
painted, stained or dyed callicoes in apparell, household stuff, 
furniture of otherwise after the 25th of December 1722 (except as 
therein excepted) so far as relates to goods made of linnen yarn and 
cotton wool manufactured in Great Britain may pass into a law or 
otherwise relieve your petitioners as shall seem meet. 

Sent the above petition to London March r5th 1735.1 


Letters were received from London on 24 March 1736 concerning the 
duty to be laid on spirituous liquors. The Hall ordered that The Case 
of the Merchants trading to the British Sugar Colonies regarding vetatl 
spirit duties? be sent up to London and printed copies be delivered to 
each M.P. A petition was drawn up against the proposed duty and 
ordered to be sent to London on 2 April. 


3 April 1736 HC Liquor excise p.277 


That the bill now depending before the House to lay a duty of 20s 
per gallon on all spiritous liquors sold by retail and a sum of {£50 
yearly to be paid by every retailer of the same will, if enacted, be 
destructive to the petitioners and many thousands more of his 
majesty’s subjects as well in the sugar-colonys as in the adjacent 
parts of this city, for the following reasons: 

That the greatest part of the trade of this city is to the Brittish 
sugar colonys, the returns from whence are chiefly sugar and rum, 


1This petition appears to be wrongly dated. The text appears in CJ 
XXII, 621-2 (Stock, Proceedings, IV, 301) as presented to the Commons on 
9 March 1736 when it was ordered to lie upon the table. Other petitions had 
come from Wakefield, Halifax, Colne (Lancs.), Burnley, Glasgow, Lancaster 
and Kendal and from Liverpool and London merchants (Stock, Proceedings, 
IV, 293-8). Relief was granted by 9 Geo. II c. 4 (Ruffhead VI, 206). 


2 The correct title of this broadsheet is : Case of the Merchants, and Others, of 
the City of Bristol, Trading to the British Colonies in America (BM 357 c 3(52)). 
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the consumption of which will by this bill (as your petitioners 
suggest) be abundantly lessened as it shall destroy the drinking of 
rum punch in publick houses and prevent the distilling of many 
thousands hogsheads of molasses annually. 

That the consumption of sugar and rum being thus and by other 
means under this bill lessened, the planters will be discouraged in 
producing them and consequently many of them rendered incapable 
to pay their present debts or carry on trade hereafter. The merchants 
will be deprived of returns for their goods sent either directly or by 
way of Ireland or Africa and of loadings for their ships which were 
built for that trade only and a great number of useful hands must 
loose their bread who are now employed in the refining of sugar and 
in distilling of molasses as well in others in retailing the same when 
manufactured. 

That as the French undersell us 25 to 30 per cent in raw sugar at 
foreign marketts so unless some further encouragement be given 
to the exportation of it, very little can be shipped of to advantage 
unless the price be so lowered by means of this law as to bring it 
under that of French sugars abroad. . 

Implore the House to consider the great loss which must im- 
mediately and hereafter ensue to the revenue, navigation, traders, 
planters and others concerned in sugar and rum and what advantage 
foreigners may make hereof and afford such relief therein as shall 
seem meet that the evil complained of in this bill shall be by it 
suppressed. 

Sent the above to London 3rd of April 1736.1 


The Society agreed on 28 April 1736 to send a petition to the Lords 
against so much of the sugar duties bill as related to the sugar trade 
and the standing committee was asked to supply proofs to support the 
memorial of traders to the sugar and northern colonies which was at 
that time before the Board of Trade.? 


On 10 September 1736 it was decided that as the petition to the 
Queen concerning the Spanish depredations had not been sent up, the 
affair should be deferred until the next Hall. At a meeting on 8 Decem- 
ber the hazards to the ships and effects of Bristol merchants trading to 


1 This petition was presented on 6 April when it was ordered to lie upon 
the table. Only the first paragraph is printed in CJ XXII, 674-5 (Stock, 
Proceedings, IV, 305-6). Other petitions came from merchants and planters 
trading to the British sugar colonies and from merchants and shipowners 
of Liverpool (CJ XXII, 674, 679). Petitions to the Lords came from the 
agents for Barbados, Jamaica, Antigua, St Christophers and Nevis and 
from the merchants &c. trading to the British sugar colonies (LJ XXIV, 653). 


2 See below p. 50. 
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the West Indies because of the French king’s edict of 1727 were discussed. 
Mr Laroche produced memorials to the government from the agents of 
Antigua, St Christopher’s, Nevis and Mountserrat on the subject and 
it was thereupon ordered that a petition to the Board of Trade should 
be prepared. The text was approved by the standing committee on 
16 December.? 


16 Dec 1736 LCTP(M) French in West Indies pp.278-9 


That, by a draught of a letter from the French king to the Com- 
mander in Chief and intendants of his islands in America and the 
explanation annexed thereto (sent us by our agent in London), it 
appears that great alterations for the worse are proposed to be made 
then what now subsists in the Treaty of 1686 between this nation and 
that of France, particularly as to the 3rd and sixth articles which, 
on comparing, will be very obvious to your Lordships, such as the 
intention only of carrying on an illicit trade (without any overt act 
proved) shall be sufficient to confiscate ships and cargoes; the con- 
fining the British ships to certain French ports in the West Indies 
and the material ones of Donna Maria Bay and Iberone Bay in the 
Windward Passage for the safety of our homeward ships from 
Jamaica left out with many more things therein of so great conse- 
quence to the trade of Great Britain which we now referr to your 
Lordships’ observation rather than repeat it. 

We begg leave further to acquaint your Lordships that the greatest 
part of the trade carryd on from this city is on the merchants’ own 
account, that as we have had the long experience of so many years 
under the Treaty of 1686 without complaint until of late occasioned 
as we presume by his most Christian majesty’s arret of 1727 ex- 
plaining the same, So we represent to your Lordships, that what 
would be most beneficial to us would be a repeal of the said arret and 
no alteration in the treaty of 1686, but should any be thought 
necessary we humbly intreat your lordships to advise that the full 
force of the 5th and 6th articles of the treaty in the behalf of his 
most gracious majesty’s subjects may be preserved.? 


1 See JCTP, 1734]/5-1741, Pp. 155. 

2 This petition was presented by Sir Abraham Elton M.P. to the Board of 
Trade on 22 Dec. 1736 and read by them the following day (PRO CO 152/22, 
f. 263). A covering letter to the Duke of Newcastle added, ‘Please add to 
the papers we sent up on 17 December 1736 upon the complaint of two French 
ships seized at Mountserrat (PRO CO 153/16 p. 85). See also JCTP 1734/5- 
I74I, Pp. 220. 
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A memorial was sent to Trinity House concerning the Flat Holm 
lighthouse on 25 March 1737.1 Later that year letters were received 
from London concerning the Spanish depredations. The Hall agreed 
on 2 November to join with the London Spanish merchants in proceed- 
ing with the affair before the Privy Council if they would pay a pro- 
portionable share of the expense. If desired a petition would be sent up. 
A month later, letters from London, together with memorials from the 
West Indian islands to the Board of Trade concerning the French 
treaty of 1686 and the edict of 1727 were read at Hall. It was thereupon 
agreed that the standing committee should prepare a petition to the 
Lords of Trade expressing the sentiments of the Hall. On 7 December 
the text of the memorial was agreed upon. 


On 17 February 1738 the Hall agreed to join with London and 
Liverpool merchants in the Spanish affair and to send a deputation 
to London. Three days later a petition on the matter was approved but 
the Hall ordered it was not to be presented until after the London 
petition. 


[3 March 1738] HC Shain and the Plantation Trade ~.279 


That, for some years past, the British trade and navigation to and 
from the British colonies and plantations in America hath been 
greatly interrupted, and exposed to the continual insults and 
depredations of the Spaniards in these seas, where they have taken 
and made prizes of great numbers of British ships and vessels, in 
their passage to and from the said colonies and plantations (several 
of which did belong to this port) to the great damage of his Majesty’s 
subjects; whereby the said valuable trade is in danger of being lost. 

That, notwithstanding the resolutions ot the House and his 
Majesty’s endeavours to obtain just and reasonable satisfaction, 
yet the Spaniards still continue their depredations, and have lately 
taken and plundered several shipps and vessels, belonging to this 
and other British ports; and have treated such as have fallen into 
their hands in a very barbarous and cruel manner. 

_ Pray the consideration of the House; and such timely and adequate 
remedy in the premisses, as shall seem fit.? 

1 Trinity House petitioned the Privy Council on 14 April 1737 about the plan 
to place a lighthouse on Flat Holm and cited the petition which they had 
received from the Society in support. They sought letters patent to enable them 
to erect the lighthouse and to levy tolls (PRO SP 44/258). The patent was 
granted on 2 June 1737 and the light was first kindled on 25 March 1738 
(Chaplin, ‘Flat Holm’, pp. 9, 11). 

2 This undated petition was presented in the Commons on 3 March 1738 (CJ 
AXITI, 54; Stock, Proceedings, lV, 358). Together with others on the same 
subject, this petition was referred to the consideration of the committee of 
the whole House, with the instruction that the Society be heard, by them- 


selves or counsel, before the committee. See J. McLachlan, Tvade and War with 
Old Spain (Cambridge, 1940), p. 109. 
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On 7 March 1738 it was reported that the petition had been sent to 
Mr Coster. He asked for persons to go to London to prove the truth of 
the allegations. It was recommended that the master and four other 
members be so deputed. The Corporation was to be asked to share the 
expenses. 


On 13 February 1739 a letter from Mr Coster suggested an immediate 
application to Parliament to prevent the search of British shipping by 
Spanish vessels. The standing committee was ordered to correspond 
with London and Liverpool merchants with a view to petitioning 
Parliament. 


| 23 Feb 1739 HC Spanish depredations CJ XXIII, 248-9 


That they, the last session of Parliament, presented a petition to 
the House, setting forth, how greatly the British trade and navigation, 
to and from the British colonies and plantations in America, had 
been for several years past interrupted, and exposed to the continual 
insults and depredations of the Spaniards in those seas; where they 
had taken and made prizes of great numbers of British ships and 
vessels, in their passage to and from our own colonies and planta- 
tions, several of which belonged to the port of Bristol; and that they 
still continued their depredations, and had lately taken and plun- 
dered several ships and vessels belonging to this and several other 
British ports; and had treated such as fell into their hands in a very 
barbarous and cruel manner; and that they were heard, by their’ 
counsel, before the committee of the whole House, and fully justified 
every part of their petition, to entire satisfaction; and that the House 
was pleased to come to a resolution, in support of the natural and 
undoubted right of the British subjects to sail with their ships, on 
any part of the seas of America, to and from any part of his Majesty’s 
dominions: and that the freedom of navigation and commerce, 
which the subjects of Great Britain had an undoubted right to, by 
the law of nations, and by virtue of the treaties subsisting between 
the two crowns of Great Britain and Spain, had been greatly inter- 
rupted by the Spaniards, under pretences altogether groundless 
and unwarrantable; and that the House was pleased to address his 
Majesty thereon; to which his Majesty returned a most gracious 
answer; and that his crown, and that of Spain, have since entered 
into a convention; and expressing the great concern of the petitioners, 
that the Spaniards, instead of thereby yielding up their unjustifiable 
claim, to visit and search the ships of this kingdom in their voyages 
to and from our own colonies and plantations, have insisted upon 
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referring the same to plenipotentiaries, to be conferred on by them, 
as if it admitted of a doubt; and setting forth, that they are extremely 
apprehensive of the many fatal consequences that may attend this 
suspence of the freedom of the British navigation in the seas of 
America; for, as the Spaniards have insisted to have the settling 
this point referred to plenipotentiaries; and as the Spaniards must 
be sensible it can never be determined in their favour; so the peti- 
tioners are very fearful they will do all in their power to prevent 
its being determined at all that if this should happen to be the case, 
as there is no agreement on the part of the crown of Spain not to 
visit or search any of our ships in the American seas, till this matter 
shall be determined by plenipotentiaries, the petitioners’ shipping 
and property, employed in this trade, will still continue liable to be 
visited, searched, and seized, by the Spanish guarda costas, as for- 
merly under the old, but groundless pretence of having contraband 
or prohibited goods on board, though the crown of Spain, must very 
well know, that as all trade between the subjects of Great Britain 
and those of in America, is prohibited by treaties between the two 
crowns, so the British ships in those seas can have no contraband 
goods on board, to justify such a pretence: and that, let the cause 
of capture be what it will, if a British ship is once taken by a Spanish 
guarda costa, and brought into a Spanish port, she is certainly 
condemned; the defence being made by a Spaniard set up for that 
purpose, and the judges and evidences being interested in the con- 
demnation; but that, as neither the law of nations, nor any of our 
treaties, has given them this right, their acting in this manner has 
been an open violation of the one, and a plain infraction of the other: 
and therefore, as the leaveing the visiting and searching the British 
ships, in America, open to the crown of Spain, will be attended with 
the most fatal consequences to the shipping, trade, and navigation 
of Great Britain, as it will discourage the planters from raising and 
making their sugars, and other our plantations produce, as it will 
discourage the merchants from sending their ships to America, or 
carrying on a trade in which they cannot have the protection due 
to the British flag, as it will dispirit the sailors, and as it will occasion 
the insurance of this trade to rise to a rate the trade cannot bear, 
and which all other nations will be free from, praying the House that 
they may once more have an opportunity of being heard, by them- 
selves, or counsel, and of laying their case before the House, and of 
representing to the House, the many fatal consequences that must 
attend the power, wealth, and commerce, of this kingdom, if the 
British trade and navigation, to and from our own colonies in 
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America be not effectually secured and protected from the insulting 
visitations, searches, and restrictions, of the Spaniards for the 
future. 


On 22 March 1739 the Hall resolved to oppose the petition of West 
India planters to carry sugars direct to foreign markets. On the advice 
of members of the Society in London, it was ordered that a petition be 
drawn up and that the deputies be asked to stay and take care of it. 


5 April 1739 HC Sugar direct to foreign ports Cf XXIII, 318 


A petition of the master, wardens, assistants and commonalty, 
of the Society of Merchant Adventurers of the city of Bristol, 
under their common seal, was presented to the House, and read; 
reciting the prayer of the petition, presented to the House the 14th 
day of March last, of the merchants and planters, and others, 
trading to, and interested in, his Majesty’s sugar-colonies in America; 
and representing to the House, that, should a law pass, giving liberty 
to the planters and others interested in the British sugar-colonies in 
America, to carry their sugars and other products to foreign markets, 
without landing the same in Great Britain, it would be of the utmost 
ill-consequence to the petitioners, and others his Majesty’s trading 
subjects in Great Britain, and a great destruction of trade and 
navigation; and therefore praying the House, that the petitioners 
may be heard, by themselves and counsel, against the bill for 
granting a liberty to carry sugars, of the growth, produce, or 
manufacture, of any of his Majesty’s sugar-colonies in America, from 
the said colonies directly to foreign parts, in ships built in Great 
Britain, and navigated according to law. | 


1 There is a copy of the petition in SMV African Trade Papers, Bundle D. 
It is printed in Stock, Proceedings, IV, 667-8. “Three petitions were presented, 
one by Lord Muir for the merchants of London, the second by the city brought 
up by the sheriffs, and the third by Sir John Barnard, I think for the mer- 
chants of Bristol. The petitions were all received and only a debate whether 
the merchants should be heard by their council, which the majority opposed ; 
upon which there were two divisions, the first upon the petition of the mer- 
chants of London, which the majority carried, only 242 to 207. The second 
division upon the petition of the merchants of Bristol by 237 to 208. I need 
make no comment upon the members nor the questions, being in a manner only 
the previous questions.’ Alexander, Earl of Marchmont, to James, Duke 
of Montrose, 23 Feb. 1739. HMC LXVII, Polwarth Manuscripts V (1725- 
1780), ed Rev. Henry Paton (London, 1961), pp. 161-2. The petitions were 
then referred to the committee of the whole House who were to consider the 
Convention between Great Britain and Spain concluded at the Pardo, 14 
Jan. 1739. 
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Ordered, that the said petition do lie upon the table until the said 
bill be read a second time; and that the petitioners, if they think fit, 
be then heard by their counsel, against the said bill.1 


On 29 November 1740 letters from the M.P.s were read about the 
proposed corn regulation bill. The committee was ordered to prepare 
a petition and to send up a deputation. 


29 Nov z740 HC Grain embargo p.280 


That they observe that a bill is now depending to enable his 
majesty to prohibit, for a time to be limited, the exportation of corn 
and other provisions out of Great Britain, Ireland and his majesty’s 
colonys and plantations in America. 

That they apprehend rice to be included in the Bill; the preventing 
the exportation of which may be of the utmost ill consequence to 
the trade and navigation of this kingdom, destructive to the province 
of Carolina, where a large quantity is annually produced, which is 
mostly consumed in Holland, Germany, and Portugall and but a 
small part used in this kingdome by whose manufactures the rise 
is chiefly purchased, and for which Carolina hath little of other 
produce to pay. 

That, should [the exportation of] rice be prevented, the Germans, 
Dutch and Portuguese, will either be supplyed from the Levant and 
Mediterranean, or take some other methods to support themselves 
whereby this valuable branch of trade will be lost to the nation. 

Pray that rice may be particularly exempted out of the said Bill.? 


1 Other petitions came from the merchants of London, Liverpool, Lancaster, 
Whitehaven, and Chester and from the sugar refiners of London. Despite 
opposition, the bill received the royal assent on 14 June (CJ XXIII, 380). 
From 29 Sept. 1739, sugar could be sent directly from the sugar colonies 
to Europe south of Cape Finisterre (see Harper, Navigation Laws, p. 399). 


2 Presented on 1 Dec. (CJ XXIII, 544; Stock, Proceedings, IV, 60). On 
2 Dec. Edward Southwell, M.P. wrote to Robert Smith, ‘ I received an express 
from Captain Challoner [master, SMV] with a petition for an exemption 
of rice which I got Sir Abraham Elton to present yesterday to the House, 
being confined at home with a cold, but I ventured there this day in hopes 
the Commons would sit on the bill, but other debates deferred it. I am 
prepared with the merits of the cause and hope it may be granted and yet a 
security found to prevent its being exported to France which is absolutely 
necessary in our present circumstances, and such a national point in our 
present circumstances as must have the preference’ (BCL, Southwell Papers). 
Together with petitions from London and the agent for South Carolina, this 
petition was referred to the committee of the whole House. The embargo 
on ships laden with rice was taken off on 6 Dec. 1740 (CJ XXIII, 552). Rice 
was exempted from the Act (14 Geo. II c. 3) by a special clause. 
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Three days earlier, on 26 November, a committee had been appointed 
to petition Parliament to take off the bounty on British fish exported in 
foreign vessels. The petition was adopted on 15 December. 


15 Dec17go HC} Bounty on fishery p.281 


That there are at present severall good laws subsisting for en- 
couraging the Brittish fishery and navigation and a bounty is 
granted on all fish taken and made by his majesty’s subjects particu- 
larly on salmon, herrings and pilchards exported and without which 
the foreign markets cannot be supplyed but from Great Brittaine 
and Ireland. 

That during the present warr with Spain all foreigne ships (by 
cheapness of mens wages, premium on insurance provisions and the 
like) saile at considerable less expence than Brittish ships and come 
into the Brittish ports and carry the fish to marketts abroad to the 
great damage and loss of the trade and navigation of this 
kingdom. 

Pray the House to take these premisses into consideration and 
permit the introduction of a bill to take off the bounty on Brittish 
fish exported in foreign bottoms during the continuance of the 
present war. 


Sent 15 December 1740.” 


On 2 January 1741 it was resolved that insurances on ships by persons 
having no interest in them, commonly called daggering, was prejudicial 


1 This petition was addressed ‘to the knights, citizens and burgesses in 
Parliament assembled.’ 


2It was not presented. On 18 Dec. Southwell wrote to the master of the 
Society that ‘as you were pleased to referr the affair to our discretion and the 
House is to be adjourned tomorrow for a fortnight or three weeks we chose 
to deferr the affair till after the recess that we might consult the opinion of 
merchants and consider the objections which may be raised by the towns who 
depend on fishing.’ Later, on 15 Jan. 1741, he wrote, ‘I have discours’d 
several merchants who trade to the Mediterranean and the Levant and 
members who represent towns employed in the fishery. ..[who say] that this 
scheme wou’d enhance the price of fish and thereby lessen its vent and con- 
sumption in foreign markets’. They were therefore not in favour of the 
proposal (BCL Southwell Papers). 
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to trade. A committee was appointed to petition Parliament to abolish 
the practice by law.! 


On 12 February 1741 a letter was received from Sir Abraham Elton 
M.P. concerning the extravagant price of saltpetre caused by the East 
India Company monopoly. He suggested that the Society of Merchants 
joined with Liverpool and other ports to petition Parliament for an 
abolition of the monopoly. The standing committee was requested to 
consider the question and petition if they thought fit. 


14 Febxr7qr HC Price of saltpetre p.282 


That the East India Company being the only importer of salt 
petre raise the price thereof in such manner as they think proper. 

That the extravagant price which the same now bears is of the 
greatest disadvantage to your petitioners and others in time of warr, 
who are fitting out formidable ships as also to those concerned in the 
Africa trade by raising the price of gunpowder, which commodity 
is so great a part of a Guinea cargo and induces many to go to 
Holland to purchase gunpowder and when there to furnish them- 
selves with other manufactures which they can buy there cheaper 
than at home. 


Pray that they and other private merchants may have liberty of 


1Qn 15 Jan. 1741 Edward Southwell wrote to Captain Challoner that he 
had discussed this matter with insurance offices in London and with the 
members for London and Liverpool and found ‘that the custom of daggering 
prevails so little there, and here, that they will not join with us in a general 
remedy of an abuse!.. We are’, he continued, ‘ to expect no assistance from 
other merchants, and therefore our Hall must, be the judges if our own redress 
will be worth the expence of a private bill, how far such an Act and such a 
remedy may seem particular, and how far we may care to own that such a 
restriction is necessary for ourselves. And if the Gentlemen should determine 
for a private bill, I believe the clauses had better be drawn as a priviledge to 
our City, than as a penal law, to the following effect: 

Whereas several inconveniences have arisen by insurances in Bristoll 
upon ships, wherein the persons insured have no part or share, which manner 
of insuring or wagering is commonly called insuring, interest or no interest: 
Be it enacted that in case demand shall be made upon any citizen of Bristoll 
residing in the said city, or the liberties thereof for or by reason of any sum 
by him signed or underwrote upon a policy of insurance as or for insurance 
upon any ship, interest or no interest, or signed or underwrote upon any 
other writing, deed or wager of insurance or other agreement of that import 
or interest, such demand or claim shall be void and of no effect and, in case 
any suit shall arise thereon such policy, deed or wager of insurance or any 
other such agreement, shall be deemed and taken to be null and void’ (BCL, 
Southwell Papers). On 6 March leave was given to bring in a bill to prevent 
some inconveniences arising from insurances of ships and ‘that Mr Southwell, 
Mr Lockwood, Mr Carew and Mr Solicitor General do prepare and bring in 
the same’ (CJ XXIII, 674). The bill was read a second time on 3 April but 
was counted out on the committee stage on 6 April, when there were not 
forty members present (CJ XXIII, 700). See below p. 63. 
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importing salt petre from any place whatsoever when the same 
shall exceed a certain limited price to be settled by the House. 
Sent 14 February 1740/1.1 


The standing committee was directed to prepare a further petition 
concerning Spanish depredations on 11 January 1742. It was drawn up 
two days later and adopted by the Hall on 15 January when the com- 
mittee was directed to send up a deputation in support. 


16 Jan 31742, HC Spanish privateers p.286 


That they begg leave to represent to the House the present 
calamitous state of their trade occasioned by the many and heavy 
losses of their ships which they have sustained from the privateers 
of Spaine since the commencement of the present just and necessary 
war and chiefly where cruisers (its apprehended) if properly stationed 
might greatly have prevented the fatal event.? 

That Spanish privateers are become so numerous and powerfull by 
the success they have met with that our trade is rendered daily 
more and more precarious and the captures are the common con- 
sequences of war yet a great many may in future be prevented by 
proper remedyes. 

Pray that provision may be made for the security of their trade 
and navigation. 


This petition was sent January 16th, 1741.5 


On 25 January 1743 a letter was received from Edward Southwell 
who desired to know the sentiments of the Hall concerning the removal 
of the prohibition of importing Spanish olive oil. The Committee was 
requested to petition if mecessary against. On 8 February a petition 
was prepared and Mr I. Elton was desired to go up to London in support. 


1This petition was apparently not presented. 


2 Lists of ships belonging to the port of Bristol taken since the war with 
Spain are to be found in BCL Southwell Papers (B 11159). 


8 Presented on 21 Jan. (CJ XXIV, 57; Stock, Proceedings, V, 120n). Copies 
of this petition are to be found in BCL Southwell Papers and Cambridge 
University Library, Cholmondley Mss. 80/495. Other petitions came from 
London, Bideford, Southampton, Liverpool, Lancaster, Exeter, Glasgow, 
Poole and Barnstaple and were referred to the committee of the whole House, 
which sat on 27 Jan. The discussions resulted in the bringing in of a bill 
for the better protecting and securing the trade and navigation of this king- 
dom in time of war. This passed through the Commons but was rejected on 
the second reading in the Lords on 1 June (CJ XXIV, 161, 169, 187, 217, 
218, a 231; LJ XXVI, 125, 135, 138; Stock, Proceedings, V, 122, 124, 
130-1 
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9g Feb 1743 HC High price of olive ott p.287 


That they observe that some clothiers of Stroudwater and places 
adjacent in the county of Gloucester have represented by their 
petition the great burthen and inconvenience they lye under by the 
high price of olive oyl occasioned, as they suggest, from the prohibi- 
tion thereof from Spain during the present war to the great prejudice 
of the woollen manufactury. 

That the trade from Great Britain to Italy so beneficial by the 
exportation of our woollen manufactures, fish and other commo- 
ditys, the product of these kingdoms and our plantations, has been | 
carryed on since this warr by ships of force at a very great expence 
to the proprietors who are obliged to provide a great quantity of 
Italian oyl for their return home. 

That the high prices of olive oyl as they conceive was occasioned 
Chiefly from the failure of the recultas! in Italy and Portugal in the 
years 1740 and 1741 and that the quantitys ordered under the 
sanction of the British laws and shortly expected will, in all proba- 
bility, reduce the price considerably without the admission of 
Spanish oyls for which money must be paid at the same time that 
Spain will not admit any of the British manufactures. 

That the crown of Spain has frequently, on the failure of the olive, 
prohibited the exportation of oyl so that, at this time of actuall war, 
instead of distressing its subjects as much as possible the taking off 
the prohibition would assist them with ready money for a commodity 
which must otherwise lye on their hands. | 

Pray that their counsel may be heard against the other petition. 


This petition was sent February 9, 1742.2 


The address to the King in March 1743 is entered in the Hall 
Book.8 


On 23 September 1742 the standing committee was ordered to prepare 
a petition to the Privy Council praying that Lundy island be put in a 
proper posture of defence. 


1 Harvest or yield. 


2 Presented on 14 Feb. 1743 (CJ XXIV, 421). Other petitions came from 
Stroudwater, Trowbridge, London, Bradford (Wilts), Melksham, Devizes, 
Norwich, Chippenham, Dursley, Wotton (Glos.), Frome and from the woollen 
manufacturers of Bristol. The agitation was successful and a bill was passed 
on 12 May 1744 to permit, inter alia, the continued import of olive oil (CJ 
XXIV, 401-424, 687). 

8 An assurance of loyalty in face of the announcement in Parliament on 15 
Feb. 1744 of impending invasion by French troops. 
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26 March 1743 KIC Lundy and French privateers p.288 


That, during the last two long wars with France, the French 
privateers possessed themselves, whenever they thought fit, of the 
Island of Lundy which lies within the Severn Sea or Channel of 
Bristol and, by sheltering thernselves in that road, frequently took a 
great number of ships and vessels trading through that channel, to 
the great dishonour of this Kingdom, to the very great prejudice 
of its navigation and diminution of the revenue of the crown, 
arising from the trade of the severall ports and harbours on the 
northside of Cornwall, Devon and Somerset and of those of the 
opposite side in the countys of Pembroke, Carmarthen, Glamorgan 
and Monmouth, by which many merchants and traders of those 
parts were greatly impoverished or quite ruined and undone. 

That this island is about 3 miles in length and one in breadth 
and hath a good safe road for great or small ships against the strong 
westerly winds which are very dangerous to navigation in this 
channel, hath excellent fresh water and is very capable ot cultivation 
and, which once cultivated, would maintain a sufficient number of 
men to defend it against any force, which would not require above 50, 
there being only one landing place and that very strait and difficult. 

That, if this island could be annexed to the crown and a garrison 
of about 40 men kept there with some few cannon and other military 
stores, the trade in this channel may be greatly protected and the 
French and other privateers prevented from committing the like 
depredations for the future and the smugglers will also be hindered 
from the landing uncustomed or prohibited goods thereon as 
formerly. 

Pray that our representation may be graciously received and be 
esteemed worthy of consideration. 


‘This petition was sent 26 March 1743 by Mr Thomas Power.! 


On 2 April 1744 the master produced a petition to the King which was 
read and approved. The master was directed to write to the Admiralty 
to the same effect.2, Both documents were to be sent to the Bristol 
M.P.s with discretion to present either. 


1 Apparently no action. The copy of this petition in the Southwell Papers 
(BCL) has the note ‘a representation to the same purpose is signed by the 
merchants of Bridgwater, Watchet, Minehead, Ilfracomb, Barnstaple, Bide- 
ford, Appledore, Clovelly, Padstow and St Ives.’ 


2 Papers concerning the African trade discussions are in BCL Southwell 
Papers (B 11159). Earlier the traders of London, Bristol and Liverpool 
to Africa had sent a petition to the King for protection on 7 Nov. 1739 (Donnan, 
Documents, II, 468-9). 
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2 April174g K/C Protection of ships on coast of Africa 4.289 


That the trade of the city of Bristol to foreign parts is very large 
and extensive and great numbers of ships and vessels are constantly 
employed therein but the principall trade at present is that to the 
coast of Africa and, as a war hath continued some time with Spain 
and another actually declared by the French king, they apprehend 
that it will be impossible for them and other your majesty’s trading: 
subjects to carry on that valuable branch of trade unless some of 
your majesty’s ships of war are from time to time stationed there 
to protect it. 

Pray that some ships of warr may be employed and properly 
stationed on the coast of Africa for the security of that trade and 
that two ships may also be stationed at this port as convoys and 
cruizers to protect the navigation of this Channell. 

This petition was sent by express 2 April 1744 


This letter was sent at the same time: 


My Lords Merchants Hall Bristol, 2 April 1744 


As the trade of this city to foreign parts, particularly to the coast 
of Africa is very large and extensive and great numbers of ships 
constantly employed therein, we apprehend it will be impossible 
for the merchants and traders to the coast of Africa to carry on 
their trade there at this time of war with Spain and France without 
some of his majesty’s ships are from time to time stationed there to 
protect its trade. I am therefore commanded by the Incorporated 
Society of merchants in this city, of whom I have the honour to be 
master, to lay these things before your Lordships and to desire your 
Lordships would be pleased to order a number of ships to be properly , 
stationed on the coast of Africa to protect our trade there. 

We also desire your Lordships would be pleased to direct that two 
men of war under proper regulations be stationed in this port as 
cruizers and convoys and for the protecting our ships and merchan- 
dizes in the Bristol Channel. 

The Corporation and the merchants of this city having a great 
opinion of the justice and honour of Captain Thomas Hanway now 
commander of his majesty’s sloop, the Mortar, and of his good 
intentions for their service during the time of his being in this place, 
we take the liberty of recommending him to your Lordships, heartily 
wishing he had a better command and that he was captain of one of 
the ships stationed in this port. We believe him to be a gentleman 
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well affected to his majesty and hath the true interest of his country 
at heart, 
Tam &c. 
Richard Henvill, Master 


On 11 September 1744 the standing committee was ordered to for- 
ward an answer to a letter received by the mayor from the Lords of 
Trade. 


Copy of a letter sent to the Lords Commissioners for Trade and 
Plantations September 12, 1744 pp.290-2 


My Lords Merchants Hall Sept 12 1744 


Mr Mayor, having received a letter dated the 15 June from the 
Secretary desiring him to communicate it to the merchants to pro- 
cure and lay before your Lordships a general state of the trade to 
Africa and of the forts and settlements belonging to the Royal 
African Company and the necessary charge of maintaining the same 
did some time since deliver it to me as master of the Incorporated 
Society of Merchants, desiring that I would procure an answer to 
be returned to your Lordships and accordingly have called an Hall, 
to assist in an affair which is too difficult for myself to answer, who 
have referred it to a committee who agree that the trade to Africa 
is very valuable in its exports as well as the life of the Plantations 
which I need not set forth here, as your Lordships know better than 
we can inform you and all the arguments on that head, so we have 
only to inform you of the value of our trade to that coast from this 
place which for the last 8 years amounts to about 40 sayl of ships 
annually,! which may be modestly computed one with the other at 
£4000 each, a good part of which is of British growth and manu- 
factures. The advantage of such an exportation, familys employed 
and service to the Plantations we need not tell your Lordships and, 
in answer to what you desire of the forts and settlements, by the 
best account we can get on inquiry of the masters of ships that use 
that trade we find that forts and settlements on the coasts are 
necessary as marks of sovereignty and possession under proper 
regulations, but that they are kept in a poor condition and of little 
or no service to the private trade and that its the opinion of most 


1 According to another estimate there were 47 Bristol vessels employed in 
the trade of Africa in 1749. The value of the ships and cargoes was {260,800 
(PRO CO 388/45 Dd 4, printed in W. E. Minchinton, The Trade of Bristol 
in the Eighteenth Century, Bristol Record Society, XX (1957), pp. 34-5.) 
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people that {20,000 per annum is an extravagant allowance to keep 
them in such repair only as they have lately been kept in but would 
not if the money were properly imployed. 

It’s true the Report of the Company makes it otherwise and that 
they have expended £17,000 per annum for many years past, in 
which report we are perswaded there is a great deal of art made use 
of to make out that sum. 

Besides large articles that cannot easily be enquired into we take 
notice that they have calculated almost all their charges, as laid out 
on the Coast for the sake of reducing it, into sterling money at the 
rate of 50 per cent exchange whereas they make at least 100 per cent 
of all the goods they send out, exclusive of freight and insurance 
which they charge. 

They charge £1,000 per annum for ships and vessells attending 
their forts, though their ships are on their trade at the same time 
and selling goods along the coast and we apprehend not imployed on 
purpose. 

Their answer to Captain Strange Windham Gregory and Frog- 
more’s letters make them all to be false and of no account though, 
by what we learn from persons well acquainted on the Coast, their 
forts are in a worse condition than those captains have represented 
them, and it is to be hoped that when the Parliament meets, they'll 
take care that they shall be kept in better conditions than they have 
been of late but it has been proved at your Lordships’ board and 
before the House of Commons that men of war, properly stationed 
and timely relieved, are the best and most essentiall protection of 
the trade upon that Coast and we hope your Lordships will be of the 
same opinion and that ships of warr will be stationed accordingly, 

~ Tam &c 
. Richard Henville, Master! 


On 19 February 1745 it was decided that, as the merchants of 
Liverpool had petitioned the Admiralty to place cruizing ships and men 
of war on the African coast, a committee should be appointed to make 
a similar representation from the Society to the Commons. The com- 
mittee was also empowered to petition Parliament in case a bill for 
laying a further duty on wine passed the House for the inclusion of a 
clause for distinguishing between a merchant importer and a vintner 
or retailer. 


1 There is a copy of this letter in BCL Southwell Papers (B 11159). In 
1744 the Royal African Company petitioned the Commons for aid in the 
upkeep of the West Coast forts and received £20,000 in place of the customary 
£10,000 paid them annually since 1730 (CJ XXIV, 534; Donnan, Documents, 
II, 471 n. 1). 


7 
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Copy of a letter sent to the Members of Parliament in regard to the 
affair of stationing ships on the African Coast and of distinguishing 
a retailer of wine from a merchant or importer 27 February 1744/5 


pp.292-3 


Sirs Merchants Hall Bristol Febry 27 1744/5 


Munday last I summoned a committee to meet to consider of 
what was proper to be requested for the protection of our African 
trade and also of a proper clause to be inserted (in an Act intended 
to be passed this sessions of Parliament for laying a further duty on 
wines) for the better preventing frauds committed by retailers of 
wines to excuse themselves from paying the duty on importation 
as retailers and we came to the following opinions which they 
desired me to communicate to you. 

And as to the first, we are of opinion that 4 men of war of a proper 
force to be stationed in the following manner on the African coast 
will be the only effectual means to preserve to us any part of that 
valuable branch of trade in which the French so much rivall us. 
The first to call at the river Gambia and Seraleona and from thence 
to proceed to Cape Mount at which place her station is to begin and 
continue to Cape Palmas. Then to proceed to the 2nd station which 
is from Cape Palmas to Cape Three Points and cruize till the 2nd 
man of war falls into her station then to proceed to the 3rd which 
begins at Cape Three Points and ends at Widaw, then to the Islands 
of St Thomas, Princess &c from thence to the coast of Angola and 
from thence to the West Indies and convoy merchants ships home 
that by this means 8 men of war constantly succeeding each other 
in the several stations might return in twelve months’ time and never 
leave our trade on the Coast unprotected and the Gentlemen beg 
the favour of you that you would, in conjunction with Mr Hoblyn 
and the Liverpoole members, wait on the Lords of Admiralty and — 
acquaint them of these our sentiments, requesting their Lordships 
would be pleased to order ships to be stationed accordingly and also 
desire their Lordships to order another man of war of 40 guns to be 
stationed at this port, under the same regulations as the Port Mahon 
man of war, to convoy and take care of the trade of this port 150 
leagues west of Cape Clear, many of the enemy’s privateers now 
carrying 30 guns each and upward and being full of men. 

We imagine that a clause to the following effect would in a great 
measure prevent the frauds daily committed by them. 
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That every importer of wines shall, on the passing his entry at 
Custom House, declare upon his oath for whose account the said 
wines were loaden and who ran the risque during the whole voyage 
and that no precontract was made to prevent paying the retailers’ 
duty. 

And, in order to settle and ascertain who are meant by retailers, 
that every importer that sells wine in less casks or packages than 
twas imported in (except that imported in flasks and bottles) shall 
be deemed a retailer and pay the duty as such (or in less quantity 
than half a hogshead of quarter cask) with the exception above of 
chest wines &c from the Mediterranean. 

And these are we think very substantial reasons why the retailer 
ought to be described:—first, twill encrease the revenue about 
£20,000 per annum; twill prevent the many collusions made use of by 
coopers and others in taking the oath already prescribed by law; and 
even prevent the colouring of aliens wines which pay a greater duty. 

Thus, Sirs, have I laid before you our sentiments on these heads 
and hope you will be of the same opinion with us and then we doubt 
but you will do your endeavours to obtain the desired ends. 


Tam &c Walter Lougher, Master! 


After lengthy discussions in March 1745 about the new proposals for 
the African Company, it was decided on 4 April to petition Parliament 
on this question? and also for the protection of Bristol shipping against 
privateers. 


1Qn 7 March 1745 Walter Lougher wrote to Southwell, ‘I observe nothing 
could be done in the wine affair at present as the Treasury were determined 
to admit no variation nor change in their bill...It is nothing new for the 
Londoners to endeavour as often as they have opportunity to lay what 
hardships they can upon the traders in the outports, being desirous of having 
the whole trade of the nation to center with them. I think your observation 
is very just, the few London members ought not to over-rule the one hundred 
chosen by the outports.’ And on protection for ships in the African trade, 
Lougher noted that ‘when the assurers are satisfied that the men of warr 
are sent to protect the merchants’ ships, the premiums of insurance will 
naturally fall to a moderate rate and give new life and spirit to people to 
prosecute the trade with vigour which for a twelve months past has had 
but very few adventurers occasioned by assurance being so high that the 
trade could not support it. The difference between the trade of this town to 
Africa before and since the war with France are very great, the numbers 
for many years before were sixty sayl of ships and upwards of an average 
yearly and I think since only 5 small vessels have been sent’ (BCL Southwell 
Papers, B 11160). 

2 The Society rejected the suggestion that Bristol traders should join the 
Company, considering such an ingraftment to be injurious to their interests 
(see Donnan, Documents, II, 471 n. 1). 

8 On 11 March 1745 Lougher wrote to Southwell, ‘We are sorry the Lords 
of the Admiralty will not afford a better protection to the coast of Africa 
from this port which, without it, must unavoidably sink’ (BCL Southwell 
Paper, B 11159). 
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On 21 November 1745 it was ordered that a petition be addressed to 
the Privy Council showing the necessity for a convoy. A covering letter 
was sent to the Bristol M.P.s. 


23 Nov 1745 K/C Convoy pp.296-7 


That several ships belonging to your petitioners and others, the 
merchants and traders of this city, have long since lain in this port, 
with perishable cargoes on board, waiting for a convoy of some of 
your majesty’s ships of war to see them safe into the sea. 

That frequent applications have been made to the Lords Com- 
missioners of the Admiralty desiring convoy and from time to time 

they have been promised such, but none have been obtained since 
- the month of May and divers ships have been obliged to sail without 
convoy, some of which have been taken and others may be so, they 
not having any account of their arrival in foreign ports. 

That the trade of this city and port is very large and extensive 
and they have many rich and valuable ships ready to sail in a few 
days and apprehend that one or more men of war might be cons- 
tantly stationed here for the protecting our trade and navigation. 

Pray that one or more ship or ships of war be immediately 
appointed for the protecting the trade of this city and port. 

Sent 23 Nov. 1745. 


Sirs Merchants Hall, Bristol 
23 November 1745 


We are obliged to trouble you with the inclosed petition to his 
Majesty in Council which I am directed by the Merchants Hall to 
send to you and beg the favour that you would take care to deliver it. 

We have frequently applyed to the Lords of the Admiralty 
desiring convoy and they have promised we should have such but 
since May last we have had none arrived save the Port Mahone 
which was here in August last and when our ships were ready to 
embrace that convoy an order came for her to sail without any of 
our ships, sundry of which sailed and we have had an account of 
some being taken. You are very sensible our trade and navigation 
is very large and extensive, we have severall ships with valuable 
cargoes now ready so we hope you will think with us that one or 
more men of warr ought to be stationed here constantly for our 
protection and had the Lords of the Admiralty that regard for our 
trade as we expected we should not have complained nor sent this 
petition to his majesty in council. 
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We are in hopes of your good offices in our behalf to obtain 
our desired ends which will add to the many obligations already 
conferred on the Hall in generall and in particular to 


Sirs, your, most obedient humble servant, 
T{homas] F{ane]! 


P.S. Col. Grumley who is now here hath mentioned our affair to 
Lord Bath and we submit it to you if you think proper to speak to 
Lord Bath before the delivering the petition. 


On 6 February 1746 the master acquainted the Hall that the perni- 
cious practice of daggering had increased greatly in the city since the 
war to the prejudice of owners and freighters.? The standing Committee 
was empowered to petition Parliament and to send up persons to prove 
its allegations. The Bristol M.P.s reported on 10 February that an Act 
to prevent daggering could only be obtained as a private bill so the Hall 
agreed to ask the M.P.s to seek the co-operation of London merchants 
in this affair On 25 February 1746 the London merchants, who 
intended to petition for a Bill to appoint convoys, asked the Hall to join 
them. The standing committee was given power to send up a petition. 


4 March 1746 HC Convoys C] XXV, 86 


That the interruption to the navigation and commerce of these 
kingdoms has greatly increased, especially of late, by the frequent 


1A copy of the letter together with the official copy of the petition is in 
BCL Southwell Papers B 11160. This suggests that the petition was not pre- 
sented. Thomas Fane was clerk of the Society 1727-1757. 


2 The master, Arthur Hart, had already written to Edward Southwell on 
the subject on 1 Feb. stating that ‘as wee are now at warr and the premiums 
high the evill is the greater. Therefore if you would be so kind to consult 
the members of London and if they would lay the affair before some of the 
merchants for their opinion and whether they will join us in applying to 
Parliament for a bill to prevent this evill’ (BCL, Southwell Papers, B 11159, 
49). See p. 53 above. 


3 In a letter of 23 April 1746, Michael Becher wrote to Southwell concerning 
a particular case of daggering, hoping it would help to persuade the London 
merchants to support the Bristol case (Southwell Mss, B 11160). A petition 
does not appear to have been presented from Bristol but the Bristol M.P.s, 
Southwell and Hoblyn, were two of the sponsors of a bill to regulate ship 
insurance which was introduced into the Commons on 2 May 1746. After 
being amended in committee as the result of a petition from Liverpool, it 
passed the Commons on 25 June and received the royal assent on 12 Aug. 
(CJ XXV, 187; 19 Geo. II c. 37). 
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captures of our enemies, to the great loss and impoverishment of 
many of his majesty’s faithful subjects and the diminution of the 
publick revenue; and representing to the House, that, unless the 
same be prevented for the future, it will be impossible for them to 
carry on their commerce; and that as many of our ships have been 
taken by the enemy near our own coasts, they apprehend that many 
of the losses already sustained might have been prevented if a 
sufficient number of ships of war had been constantly kept cruizing 
in proper stations, and more frequent convoys granted; which was 
evident by the experience of former times, when an Act of Parlia- 
ment, made in 1707, intituled An Act for the better Securing the 
Trade of this Nation by Cruizers and Convoys,! was still in force; 
and as the honour, security and wealth of these kingdoms, depend 
upon the protection and encouragement of trade, and the improving 
and increasing the naval strength: therefore praying the House to 
take the premises into consideration, and grant such relief, as to the 
House shall seem meet. 

Ordered, that the petition do lie upon the table. 

On 4 February 1747 the master was asked to write to the Bristol 
M.P.s requesting them to oppose the bill before Parliament to repeal the 
Act prohibiting commerce with Spain.2 The committee was empowered 
to petition against the bill if occasion should arise. Two months later, 
on 6 April, the Bristol M.P.s were asked to get a clause inserted in a 
bill before Parliament for the relief of disabled seamen for the erection 
of a hospital in Bristol financed by a fund raised from the seamen of 
the port. The standing committee drew up a petition to this effect the 
same day. 7 


On 28 November 1747 tbe Hall agreed to support the Bristol traders to 
South Carolina and the London merchants in their appeal for convoys. 


The following letter was written to the Lords of the Admiralty: 


16 Anne c. 65. 


2 This was probably in reply to a letter from Hoblyn and Southwell. They 
had written to the mayorgon 30 Jan. 1747 asking for ‘the sentiments of our 
constituents upon a matter of this importance in which there now seems to bea 
great diversity of opinions (BRO Letter Book, 1746-52). 


3 By the consolidating Act of 1747 (20 Geo. II c. 38) the Society (by clause 
XXVIII), the Corporation of Trinity House at Hull, and ad hoc committees 
which could be set up if desired at other outports, were to supervise the 
collection of the levy on seamen, inaugurated by the Act of 1696 (7 & 8 Wm IIT 
c. 21), and apply them locally (R. Davis, ‘Seamen’s sixpences; an index of 
commercial activity, 1697-1828’, Economica, new series XXIII (1956), 329- 
30). Though the Council, in Dec. 1747, voted £500 towards the fund, and gran- 
ted a site on Brandon Hill for the proposed building and the Society also 
made a grant of £200, no call was made on the seamen’s sixpences and the 
scheme appears to have been abandoned (see Latimer, Annuals, p. 269). 
The land reverted to the Corporation on 1 Dec. 1792 (BRO 01036). 
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My Lords, p.300 

The merchants of London as well as of this city using the trade to 
South Carolina have been very great sufferers by the loss of their 
ships, more than half of them haveing been taken by the enemy 
which in a great measure argues for want of proper convoys and as 
that trade to that province, which is of great consequence to this 
kingdom, hath suffered as much or more than any other place in his 
majesty’s Dominions, wee beg leave to lay our case before your 
Lordships, hopeing you will be so good to order proper convoys out 
and home and, as great numbers of our ships from the coast of Africa 
have been taken by privateers near the Leeward Islands, wee will 
also desire your Lordships to order some cruizing ships to be sta- 
tioned there for the protection of that trade in such manner as your 
Lordships shall think proper. 

Tam &c. 

Merchants Hall, Bristol 28 Nov. 1747 


A covering letter was written to the Bristol M.P.s: 


Gentlemen, pp.301-2 

The merchants of London trading to South Carolina intend to lay 
a remonstrance to the Lords of the Admiralty setting forth that 
above half of their ships using that valuable branch of trade have 
been taken since the warr, which is imputed for want of proper 
convoys to clear outward and homeward bound ships and have 
desired the merchants of this city to join in such representation. 
I have this day informed our committee thereof and have their 
directions to write you to beg the favour of your assistance with our 
London members on this occasion with the Lords of the Admiralty 
which I have done and further to desire your assistance in conjunc- 
tion with the London members on this important occasion and, as 
severall of our African and other ships have been taken near the Lee- 
ward Islands, wee have requested the Lords of the Admiralty to order 
proper cruizers in those parts and if you would be pleased to give 
us your interest with their Lordships for such to be appointed, you 
will infinitely oblige the merchants in generall and in particular, 
Gentlemen, 

Your most obedient humble servant, 

Merchants Hall, Bristol, 28 Nov. 1747 
Hon. Edward Southwell 
Robert Hoblyn 


Further letters then follow: 
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Gentlemen, p. 303 


The enclosed letter to the Lords of the Admiralty is occasioned by 
a piece of wreck falling foul of the ship Prince Edward Man of War 
Wednesday night in Kingroad which hath disabled her so much that 
she is not capable of proceeding to sea and as wee have at present 
above 20 valuable ships who intended to imbrace this convoy and 
are now in Kingroad wee have desired their Lordships to order 
another ship to this port of like force to proceed with our trade and 
being informed that the Duke of Cumberland, a guard ship, lyes in 
Milford, which is near us, wee request they would direct her to come 
here. 

You will excuse the liberty [ take with you by consent of our com- 
mittee that you would be so good to cause the inclosed to be delivered 
to their Lordships or to Mr Corbett and desire an immediate answer 
for as our ships lye in Kingroad exposed to the inclemency of the 
season if wee cannot have a convoy soon wee must order them in 
againe. If their Lordships direct that the guard ship shall be sent us 
be pleased to send an answer by express to Gentlemen, Yours &c 
To George Arnold Esq & Co. 

London 


The letter to the Lords of the Admiralty is then given: 


My Lords, pp. 303-4 


The Prince Edward man of warr, whom your Lordships had ap- 
pointed to convoy our ships, received Wednesday night in Kingroad 
so much damage by reason of some peice of a wreck running foul on 
her, that Capt Simcoe (who intended to sail as this day) informs us 
that the ship is not capable of proceeding, she being very leaky and 
must be docked before she will be able to goe to sea. 

As wee have at present upwards of 20 sayle of valuable ships who 
intended and are ready to saile under this convoy, wee must begg 
to trouble your Lordships and desire the favour of you to order a 
ship of the like force of the Prince Edward to come here to convoy 
our ships and as we are informed the Duke of Cumberland, a guard 
ship lyes in Milford, if your Lordships would order her to this place — 
directly you would infinitely oblige the merchants and traders of 
the city. 

Tam &c. 
Merchants Hall 11 December 1747 
To the Lords of the Admiralty 
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On 11 January 1748 a special committee was appointed to consider 
the African trade.1 On 6 February the proposed scheme for the African 
trade was received from the Bristol M.P.s and it was decided to deliver 
copies of it to members and to traders not free of the Hall. In addition 
one copy was to be left in the Coffee House and one sent to Liverpool 
to obtain the general sentiments thereon. On 17 March the committee 
considered letters from Mr Hoblyn M.P. with a copy of the London 
petition on the trade. The committee drew up a letter to Mr Southwell 
M.P. contradicting the assertions of the London petition and stating 
that ‘the trade of this port in particular has lately been very consider- 
able, and still increases, and we think that a joint-stock company will 
be very prejudicial, if not entirely destructive, to the separate traders.’ 

On 18 March 1748 a letter was received from John Hardman of 
Liverpool which stated that ‘‘the Liverpool merchants were a good 
deal alarmed with a petition to Parliament about the African trade and 
were much afraid if it was not immediately opposed they would be laid 
under some difficulties in it. The London merchants finding the Guiney 
trade center at Bristol and Liverpool no doubt apprehended this will 
bring more of the produce of our sugar islands to the outports and 
and deprive them of their commission and this may be a reason for 
their joyning in such an application.’”’2 The master of the Society of 
Merchants, Christopher Willoughby, replied on 22 March 1747 to Foster 
Cunliffe that ‘‘the Corporation as well as Merchants Hall of this City are 
resolved to send a petition from each body, copy whereof you shall have 
as soon they are formed. I beg the sentiments of your me:chants on 
this affair and that we may have frequent correspondence; we have here 
agreed upon sending some merchants to London and doubt not but 
you'll do the same and we hope to go hand in hand with you in order 
to prevent such mischief as must befall the separate traders if this 
petition be thought reasonable.’’? 


26 March 1748 HC African Trade SMV Letter Book I 


That they observe that a petition of several merchants of London 
and others interested in and trading to Africa and the British 
colonies and plantations in America hath been presented to the 
House setting forth amongst other things that the trade to Africa 
cannot be supported and preserved against the powerfull competition 
of other foreigne joint stock companys without keeping, maintaining 
and even increasing the number of forts, castles and possessions on 
that coast in the hands of a company with a sufficient joint stock 
and without enabling such a company to maintain and support 


1A calendared account of the meeting of the African committee of the 
Society on 26 Feb. 1748 is printed in Donnan, Documents, II, p. 471. 

2 For a comment on the attitude to ‘Londoners’ see Donnan, Documents, IT 
472 0D. 3. 

3 A copy of the letter from the master, Christopher Willoughby, to South- 
well in which this passage may be found is in BCL Southwell Papers B 11161, 
19 March 1747/8. 


68 POLITICS AND THE PORT OF BRISTOL 


their forts and settlements for the protection and security of all his 
majesty’s subjects trading to those parts as well against all insults 
from the natives as against all encroachments of other foreign 
powerfull companys upon the British rights on that coast. 

They beg leave to represent that the principall and most valuable 
trade of this city depends in a great measure on the commerce which 
is now carryed on to the coast of Africa and from thence to his 
majesty’s colonies and plantations in America. 

That since the trade hath been free and open the same is greatly 
encreased and enlarged, our plantations much better supplyed with 
negroes, vast quantityes of woollen, iron, pewter and other the 
manufacturers of this Kingdom exported, many families imployed 
and supported and his majesty’s revenues greatly increased. 

Pray that the trade to Africa may not be subjected to a company 
or joint stock but that it may remain free and open to all his 
majesty’s subjects of Great Britain.! 

The petition was read in Hall and approved and sent by the master to 
the two Bristol M.P.s. In a letter from John Hardman of Liverpool of 
27 March, he said that the Liverpool merchants had presented their 
petition and added “‘I hear Mr Lascelles and Beckford are at the head 
of this scheme. I hope we may be able to defeat ’em.’’ On 29 March 
the two Bristol M.P.s reported that they had presented the Society’s 
petition that day saying that ‘‘the merits of the affair will come in 
debate this day sennight.”’ 


Io March 1749 HC African Trade C] XXV, 777-8 


That they apprehend that the forts and settlements on the coast 
of Africa are necessary to be kept up for asserting his majesty’s right 
of sovereignty and possession; and may, under proper regulations, 
be made serviceable to trade; but that such forts and settlements 
would prove a great burden, were they in the hands of any joint- 
stock company, whose interest hath been, and ever will be, found 
incompatible with that of a free and open trade; and that the security 
and protection of the trade on that coast will greatly depend on his 
majesty’s ships of war, properly stationed, and timely relieved: and 
therefore praying, that the forts and settlements may be taken into 
his majesty’s possession, and the care thereof committed to 
merchants, who shall have no other benefit or right in the trade than 
in common with all his majesty’s subjects; or that such provision 
may be made, for the support and maintenance of the forts and 
settlements, as to the House shall seem meet. 


1 Together with other petitions on the same subject, this petition was 
referred to the committee of the whole House (CJ XXV, 604). 
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Ordered, that the petition be referred to the consideration of the 
Committee of the whole House, to whom it is referred to consider of 
the state of the trade to Africa. 


A letter from Liverpool on 1 April 1749 requested support for the 
view that the Hudson Bay trade should be an open trade. On 5 April 
the Hall ordered a petition to be sent to the Bristol M.P.s with proper 
instructions.? 


12 April 1749 HC Hudson’s Bay C] XXV, 826 


That the trade to Hudson’s Bay, and the adjacent countries, has, 
for many years past, been monopolized by the Hudson’s Bay Com- 
pany, under the pretence of an exclusive and unbounded charter 
obtained by them from King Charles the Second, granting them the 
sole trade of all the seas whatsoever within Hudson’s Straits, and of 
all the lands on the confines thereof, with the whole trade there, to 
the great restraint of all other his majesty’s subjects; and that they 
apprehend, that, the chief motives for granting such exclusive 
charter were, the expectations that the company would then 
undertake the discovery of a new passage into the South Seas, and 
also promote and extend the trade for furs, and other commodities, 
to the great benefit of the commercial interest of these kingdoms; 
and that it doth not appear to them, that the great ends designed by 
granting the charter were ever effectually prosecuted by the com- 
pany, further than to serve their own private views, though capable 
of being pursued and extended to answer the greatest national 
advantages, as well in respect to trade, and the discovery of a new 
passage, as aforesaid, as to the vast number of inhabitants that by 
this time might have settled there, by whom discoveries would in 
all probability have been promoted; and that valuable branch of 
commerce, now enjoyed by our rivals the French, by means of their 
settlements in Canada, in a great measure prevented; from whence 
the additional consumption of the manufactures of Great Britain 
must naturally have proceeded; a consequence highly conducive to 
the welfare of the nation; and that in case the House should declare 
illegal this monopoly, so long carried on by the Hudson’s Bay 
Company, and authority be given to all his majesty’s subjects to 


1 Petitions came also from London and Liverpool, and a bill was introduced 
on 4 May (see also CJ XXV, 697-8, 732-33, 823-4, 829-30, 856). See below 
p. 70. 

2 William Wansey gave evidence to the committee concerned with this 
question. See Report of the Committee appointed to inquive into the state and 
conditions of the countries adjoining to Hudson’s Bay and the trade carried on 
there, 1749 in Reports from the Committees of the House of Commons, II, 234. 
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trade in Hudson’s Bay, and the extensive countries adjoining, the 
trade to those parts, it is conceived, may be more effectually carried 
on by private adventurers than by any company, as the expence of 
forts seems absolutely unnecessary, from the humane and peaceable 
deportment of the natives, and their disposition to cultivate a good 
understanding with the English, who use them well: and therefore, 
and as it is presumed that a charter of the Hudson’s Bay Company 
is void, both in respect to the unlimited grant of the lands, and the 
exclusive trade; and as the great ends of the charter have not been 
pursued, but the trade into those remote parts discouraged; and as, 
among other national advantages which result from laying the 
trade open, the so much-wished-for discovery of a new passage, by 
means of the extension thereof, may soon be effectually found out; 
Praying the House will be pleased to take the premises into con- 
sideration, that the trade to Hudson’s Bay may be free and open to 
all his majesty’s subjects; and that such order and provision may be 
made therein as shall seem meet, and the petitions were severally 
ordered to lie upon the table. 


On 29 April 1749 the Bristol M.P. wrote that the Society were required 
to prove these allegations. Mr Harmer was thereupon requested to go to 
London for that purpose, in conjunction with the three members of the 
Hall already in London. 


On 9 May a copy was read of the bill to establish a new African 
Company. The African Committee of the Society reported that they 
considered the Bill would be attended with dangerous consequences at 
present unforseen. On 12 July it was agreed that a memorial should be 
prepared on the subject and on 29 July this was sent to London. 


1 ‘At the time of the consideration of the Company’s affairs by the Committee 
of the House of Commons, in March 1749, petitions came in from all over the 
country, often from areas which had not the slightest concern with the fur 
trade—from London, Yarmouth, Stockport, Wolverhampton, Shrewsbury, 
Leeds, Hull, Liverpool, Carlisle, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Clitheroe, Man- 
chester, Halifax, Nottingham, Birmingham, Derby, Lancaster, Wakefield, 
Macclesfield, Wigan, Ripon, Appleby, Whitehaven, Preston, Kendal, and 
from the Merchant Venturers of Bristol. The petitions were often couched in 
identical terms, and they shew the common background of merchant interest 
and organisation working through a system of pressure groups in the House 
of Commons, rather than serious interest in the North-west passage’ is the 
comment of E. E. Rich, from the point of view of the Company in The History 
of the Hudson’s Bay Company 1670-1870 (London, 1958), I (1670-1763), 653. 
In an earlier discussion of the same issue, Professor Rich says that the 
Merchant Venturers of Bristol ‘were by now merely a municipal oligarchy 
not concerned with trade as such’ (ibid. p. 583). The Report was presented to 
the Commons on 1 May 1749. This the House considered, together with the 
evidence of witnesses on both sides and the petition of the Company and de- 
cided that there was no case for annulling the Charter, throwing the trade 
open, or interfering with the Company. No other attempt was made from 
England to dispute the Company’s Charter (ibid. p. 584). See also L. H. 
Gipson, The British Empire before the American Revolution, (rev. ed., New 
York, 1960), ITI, 245. 
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29 July 1749 K/C(M) African Trade 


Your memorialists beg leave to represent the great importance of 
the trade carryed on the coast of Africa from this Kingdom not only 
as it is a means of greatly encreasing our navigation and vending 
large quantities of British manufactures but also supplys our colonys 
with negroes on reasonable terms which are absolutely necessary 
for their support and become a source of additional wealth to Great 
Britain from the great number annually exported from the said 
colonys to the Spaniard and other nations. And whereas forts upon 
the coast of Africa are thought necessary to be maintained as marks 
of the sovereignty and possession of Great Britain and also for the 
preservation of the trade in those parts against the encroachment of 
other rival nations for which purposes the sum of {10,000 was voted 
to your Majesty the last sessions of Parliament and they being 
greatly apprehensive that the British interest on that coast may 
suffer unless some measures are immediately taken to preserve 
and secure the forts and settlements there which are otherwise in 
great danger of being deserted and lost. 

They beg leave to recommend that the money so voted may be 
issued out to such persons as shall be approved by your Majesty and 
by them laid out in the purchase of necessarys to be sent out with 
all convenient speed for the use of the aforesaid forts and settle- 
ments. 

We cannot omit to observe with great satisfaction and gratitude 
the care taken by the House of Lords of the valuable branch of our 
Commerce in their addresses to your Majesty and we esteem the 
means pointed out therein to be the most effectual for preserving of 
the same to Great Britain until such time as a law is passed that 
shall put the trade to Africa on a solid foundation and secure it free 
and open to all his majesty’s subjects without the fear or inter- 
ruption of any exclusive or any jot stock company.1 

Sent 29 July 1749 


29 July 1749 LCTP(M) African ivade db. 309 


[This petition is a duplicate of the previous petition of the same 
date. ] 


Sent 29 July 1749. 


1 The bill of 1749 passed the Commons on 6 June 1749 and was considered 
for three days in the Lords before it was dropped and the Board of Trade 
was asked to prepare a report on the method of trade (LJ XXVII, 362-4; 
Donnan, Documents, II, 474 n. ]). 
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On 2 August 1749 the Lord Commissioners of Trade and Plantations 
acquainted the Society of Merchants that issue and disposal of the 
£10,000 was entirely under the direction of the Lords Commissioners of 
his Majesty’s Treasury.1 On 2 September it was agreed that two 
London merchants should act for the city of Bristol in a meeting with 
Mr Pelham? about the £10,000. 


In the Book of Charters II there then follows: 


Extract of a letter from Mr Thomas Boteler, one of the agents of the 
Royall African Company of England at Cape Coast Castle in Affrica 
dated 17 March 1748/9 and directed to Francis Boteler, father of 
Thomas Boteler. 

p. 3I0-1T 


Honourable Sir, 


My last to you was of the 31st August last by Captain Alexander 
Graham of Bristol by way of Jamaica. Therein I took the liberty to 
acquaint you that the whole amount of the Company’s saleable 
effects at the end of the preceding year was only £2,469 6s. 2d. and 
consequently the shock it was to everybody on the coast not to 
recelve any supplys or even any advices from the Company by the 
man of war then on the coast, namely the Chesterfield (Captain 
O’Brien Dudley) and that, if supply did not arrive before the end of 
last December, we should be obliged to grant leave to such of their 
servants as could not subsist without their growing sallarys to leave 
the service to provide for themselves even on a supposition that not 
only the agents but also the chiefs of their out-forts and every one 
else who possibly could forbear their sallarys did continue to forbear 
them. This, Sir, was no more than the truth and infallibly been the 
case but that a branch of trade struck out from the Accra Paths 
which, by our timely removing Mr Hopkins from that charge, who 
we suspected ingrossing it all in his own emoluments, and putting a 
worthy honest gentleman, one Mr William Dacres, whose behaviour 
and service to the Company merit the highest incomiums, we gained 
the turning over of 120 slaves or thereabouts which has lengthened 
the same out to this time. 

We are now quite at our ne plus ultra, very little remaining here, 
nothing at any of the out-forts except Accra, nor anything at 
Whydah for the 6 months past or more, all I have in the world 
almost to the amount of £884 advanced into the Company’s hands, 
would it was out again. The slaves paid only to last June, a great 
scarcity of corn, not £1,000 worth of vendiable goods on the whole 


1 See JCTP, 1741/2-1749, p. 448 
2 Henry Pelham was first lord of the treasury. 
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Coast, no hopes of supplys nor any credit for nobody will take our 
bill if we were to ask it, nor will anybody attempt to draw again to 
be laid up in a prison, like Mr Crickton, so that we must begin to 
shut up the out-forts because we cannot supply them with goods to 
buy them provision and your servants unless it be the slaves (who 
may always be said so to do) have not yet learnt to live on the air 
and, in short, unless supplys arrive in a very short time, I greatly 
fear the Company will lose their possessions on this coast, a great 
number of French ships upon the coast who trade at Annamaboe 
in despite of the English Company of the English private traders 
(and who have got the negroes so much in their interest as to declare 
if we do not allow the French to trade there the English shall not) 
and who will readily snap at the forts should we be obliged to 
abandon them, which will be very shortly the case, for be assured, 
no one at present on the Coast is capable of advancing anything 
more than merely forbearing their sallarys and sufficient to buy 
themselves provisions to live upon. 

This is all that I shall trouble you with at present relating to the 
publick affairs, except one hint further I must beg leave to suggest 
_to you, namely that as the Company seem to be no longer able to 

support the rights of the British nation to this coast, the nation will 
lose that valuable branch of trade Annamaboe (where the French 
will surely have a fort if the English have not). If they and the 
merchants do not get the grants of a 20 gun ship to be always 
stationed there or fall on some other method of preserving it the 
Gold Coast and Annamaboe in particular is the more valuable to 
this nation for the vast quantity of woollens yearly sold there. 

I promise on the other side hereafter to say no more of publick 
affairs but when I think on the deplorable [state] of the Company’s 
affairs, I almost forget that of my own or at least neglect it, perhaps 
you will think I have already said too much, nevertheless I cannot 
help adding that if unfortunately the Company should have neglected 
sending supplys out to the arrival of this with you, immagining their 
servants will advance as they did in the time of Mr Copes’ direction, 
they will find by the fatall consequence of all their forts (except 
Cape Coast being deserted) at least by their servants, for whether 
the Dutch or French will not lay hold of them I cannot say. 

The ships in general make most excessive bad voyages this year. 
There is now 12 sail at Annamaboe, Capt Geddis in a very large ship, 
the Saint Phillip, belonging to Mr George Fryer here and one Capt 
Burrish in a ship from London between this and Dexcove and 
amongst them all they don’t buy 6 slaves per diem and these at oz 
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8 per head the English and oz 9 the French give. Capt Duncombe 
in the Alexander from Bristoll, but owned chiefly in London, will I 
believe make a good voyage if slaves bears any price at Jamaica, 
as he made his purchase before the French came down amongst 
them, i{n] truth there is no trade nor have I in all the last six months 
received one single ackie of gold from any black man.! 

Note: an oz of gold is £4 and an ackie is 5 shillings. 


On 16 September the London deputation requested that a petition 
be sent to the Treasury against the proposal for the African trade. 


16 Sept 1749 LC/T(M) African trade p.312 
That your memorialists have been credibly informed that a 
memorial in the names of the merchants of London, Bristol and 
Liverpool is intended to be presented to your lordships praying that 
the {10,000 voted by Parliament to his Majesty for the support of 
the forts on the coast of Africa might be issued to Henry Lascelles 
Esq. to be disposed of as he should judge proper on his giving security. 
That they are greatly surprized at this proceeding directly 
contrary to their sentiments and done without their knowledge. 
Pray that the said sum may not be issued but to such persons as 
shall be appointed by the merchants of London, Bristol and Liver- 
pool in equal numbers to be by them applyed for the purposes 
intended by Parliament on their giving such security as your lord- 
ships shall see meet. 
Sent Sept 16 1749 


On 21 October the African Committee of the Society was ordered to 
prepare a new scheme for the African trade and, on 23 October, it 
suggested four amendments to the Bill: 1. to leave the trade open; 2. to 
prevent a joint-stock; 3. to vest management in a committee of nine, 
consisting of three representatives each from London, Liverpool and 
Bristol.2, On 30 October when the Liverpool scheme was considered, it 
was decided to send the Bristol plan to the Board of Trade. On 20 
November a deputation was sent to London and on 9 December letters 
were sent out against the new plans for a joint-stock company in the 
African trade. On 14 December, nine members of the Society attended 
the Board of Trade on this question. 

On 13 January 1750 letters were received from London stating that 
the joint-stock party were asserting that Bristol cargoes consisted chiefly 
of Windward negroes of little value and that the Gold Coast trade was 
in danger of being lost unless the forts were held by a Joint Stock 


1 This letter is to be found in PRO CO 267/5 and the last paragraph is 
printed in Donnan, Documents, II, 472. 

2The bill of 1749 provided for a committee of eight, four members re- 
presenting London, two Bristol and two Liverpool (E. C. Martin, The British 
West African Settlements, 1750-182r (London, 1927), p.r0). 
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Company. The deputation requested that papers should be sent to London 
to refute these allegations. These were sent by messenger. Then on 22 
Jan. the joint committee of the Corporation and Hall agreed on petitions to 
be sent to Parliament concerning the Bills for regulating the African trade. 


23 Jan 1750 HC African trade ~.313 


That the trade to Africa and more especially to the Gold Coast is 
of very great and considerable consequence to the interest of the 
Kingdom in general and to that of this city in particular from whence 
the same is carryed on in a very extensive manner. And that the 
rendering that trade truly beneficial to all his majesty’s subjects will 
entirely depend on keeping it still free and open. 

That they apprehend that the Brittish forts and settlements on 
the said coast are proper to be supported upon a respectable foot for 
preserving his majesty’s rights of sovereignty and under due regula- 
tions may be made serviceable to trade but will become a great 
burthen and highly prejudicial to it if placed in the hands of any 
joint stock company. 

That a sufficient number of his majesty’s ships of war properly 
stationed on the coast will tend greatly to the security and protection 
of the trade. 

Pray that the trade may still be preserved free and open and that 
the forts and settlements may be taken under his majesty’s 
immediate protection and the care thereof committed to merchants 
who shall have no other advantage from the said trade than in com- 
mon with all his majesty’s subjects or that such provision may be 
made for the support and maintenance of the said forts and settle- 
ments as shall seem meet.? 


sent Jan 23, 1749/50 


1 On 2 Feb. the joint committee circulated the cities and boroughs ‘in these 
parts’, urging them to support free trade (SMV B/P). 

2 Together with petitions from the Corporation of. Bristol and the merchants 
of London and Liverpool, this petition was presented on 6 Feb. 1750. The 
several petitions were ordered to lie upon the table (CJ XXV, 978). Later 
petitions came from Lancaster and Manchester (pp. 983-4) from Wigan 
(p. 988) ; from creditors of the Royal African Company and from Ripon (p. 
993) ; from Coventry, Appleby and Plymouth (p.g998) ; from Carlisle (p.1003) ; 
from Ayr, Chester, Newcastle-under-lyme, and from Derby (pp. 1005-6); 
from Kendall (p.1017); and from Birmingham (p.1023). See also Stock, 
Proceedings, V, 383-4. A copy of the scheme from the merchants of Bristol 
for securing, improving and extending the trade to Africa was presented to 
the Commons on 6 Feb. as well (see B.M., Add. Mss. 8223 E, f. 47; Egerton 
Mss. 1162 A, f. 54; and Donnan, Documents, II, 473-4). This scheme and others 
were presented to the Lords on 9 Feb. (LJ XXVII, 400-1). The Act for ex- 
tending and improving the trade to Africa (23 Geo. II c. 31) received the royal 
assent on 12 April. This set up the Company of Merchants trading to Africa, 
a loosely-knit group managed by a committee of merchants of London, 
Bristol and Liverpool. 


8 
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An identical petition was sent to be presented to the House of 
Lords.1 : 


23 Jan 1750 HL African trade p.314 


A memorial of merchants and traders not free of the Hall concerning 
the proposed bill concerning the importation of American iron was 
read on 20 March 1750. In response to the appeal for support, the 
Society appointed a special committee to consider the matter and to 
petition if it thought fit. At a meeting held on 22 March, the iron 
committee resolved to petition in support of the bill but with the 
restriction that slitting or rolling mills and forges for plating iron 
should be prohibited. 


22 March 1750 HC American tron trade P.BIS 


That they apprehend, that a permission of importing pig and bar 
iron into Great Britain from the American plantations, duty-free, 
will be attended with many valuable consequences to the nation in 
general, as it will greatly promote and encourage our colonys abroad, 
and thereby our own manufactures of various kinds at home; will 
considerably relieve us from the necessity we are now under of 
being supplyed with these articles from foreigners, who prohibit many 
of our manufactures, receive great sums in specie every year from 
us, and are strictly united with our rivals in trade. 

That they cannot conceive that the landed interest of Great 
Britain will be at all affected by this permission, as the same quantity 
of English iron will be in all probability be still made use of, the 
whole kingdom not producing a sufficiency for our use; and the sole 
question seeming to be, whether we shall encourage the commerce 
of our own colonies, or that of foreigners. 

That with regard to our own manufactorys of small and fine iron 
ware, that there should be a restriction to prevent any persons 
abroad from erecting any slitting or rolling mills, or any forges for 
plating of iron, whereby that valueable manfactory here will be 
preserved to us. 

Pray that a Bill may pass this House to permit the importation of 
pig and barr iron into this kingdom from our American colonys, 
duty-free, under a restriction from erecting there any slitting or 
rolling mills, or any forges for plating of iron; and under such 
other restrictions, for preventing any prejudice to the interest 


/ 


1 This petition was not presented. 
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of the manufactures of this kingdom, as shall seem meet.! 


Sent March 17409. 


Letters from Liverpool concerning the opening of the Levant trade 
were considered on 11 February 1751 and a committee was set up to 
consider the rights of Bristol merchants in the trade with a view to 
petitioning Parliament. Two days later the committee reported that 
the charters of the Society showed that members had the right to trade 
with the Levant. This was reported to Liverpool and it was decided 
not to petition on this matter.2 At the same meeting on 11 February 
it was proposed that the Society should petition Parliament to continue 
the bounty on American naval stores but on 13 February it was decided 
that instead the master should write to the Bristol M.P.s on the 
question. 


On 23 February the standing committee was empowered to petition 
on the matter of gin-drinking. The petition was adopted on 2 March. 


2Marchr75t HC Excessive drinking of spirits .320 


They cannot but reflect with the utmost concern on the excessive 
drinking of spirituous liquors by the frequent instance of the sudden 
death of many of his majesty’s subjects of both sexes. 

That as trade in general depends on the labour skill and industry 
of the people so it is to be hoped some effectuall method will be found 
out to prevent the use of these pernicious liquors, the fatal effects 
of which amongst the lower class of his majesty’s subjects tend 
greatly to the destruction of the commerce of this kingdom. 

That this intoxicating Jiquor is a bane to the constitution is very 
apparent for drunkenness, the confessed leader to all other vices, 
was never so daringly known in this nation as at present. 


1 This petition was presented on 26 March when it was ordered that it lie 
upon the table until the adjourned consideration of the report on the bill 
was resumed (CJ, XXV, 1091) see also Stock, Proceedings, V, 428-30; Gipson 
The British Empire (rev. ed.) III, 224-5; and A. C. Bining. British Regulation 
of the Colonial Ivon Industry (Philadelphia, 1933), pp. 64-8. The bill was 
opposed by, amongst others, the ironmongers of Bristol because it confined 
imports to London (CJ XXV, 1061). The bill became law (23 Geo. II c. 29) 
but a trade was not thrown open to the outports until 1757 (see below 
p. 91). 

2 As the result of petitions from Bristol, Liverpool and many other places 
‘which clearly represented a striking unanimity of opinion throughout the 
ports and cloth-manufacturing areas of the country’ (see CJ XXVI, 588), a 
relaxation of the Levant Company’s monopoly was secured (26 Geo. II c. 18). 
The petitions affirmed that the declining export of cloth to Turkey was due 
to the monopoly of the Company (see A. C. Wood, A History of the Levant 
Company (Oxford, 1935), p. 156). The cost to the Society of obtaining the 
Act was over {200 (SMV B/P, 9 Aug. 1953). 
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Pray the House to apply such remedy as shall seem meet. 
Sent March 1750.1 


At the meeting on 23 February the standing committee was also 
instructed to draw up the following petition: 


March 175rt HC Naturalization of foreign Protestants .32I 


That they having observed that a Bill is brought in for a general 
naturalization of foreign protestants, apprehend many important 
advantages will arise therefrom as we conceive it an undeniable 
maxim that the strength and riches of a country consist in the 
number of its people and such a law by introducing of usefull traders 
and manufacturers would be extreame beneficial to trade and naviga- 
tion as their industry will give fresh spirit to our commerce and 
enhance the value of lands. | 

They are the more desirous of incouraging foreign Protestants to 
settle in this Kingdom as past experience evinces that they have on 
all occasions supported with zeal and affection our present most 
happy establishment. 

Pray that the said Bill may pass into a law. 


Sent March 1750.2 


It was reported on 18 July 1751 that the Customs had refused 
debentures on glass bottles exported as it was the Attorney-General’s 
opinion that no debentures were due as the bottles were only package. 
The standing committee was asked to prepare a remonstrance to the 


1 This petition was presented on 4 March 1751 (CJ XXVI, 84-5). A petition 
was also presented by the Corporation of Bristol (CJ XXVI, 84). At about 
the same time Josiah Tucker published An Impartial Inquiry into the 
Benefits and Damages arising from the Present Very Great Use of Low Priced 
Spirituous Liquors (London, 1751) in which he referred to their effects as 
‘raging, and in some respects even worse than pestilential infection.’ See 
Gipson, The British Empire (rev. ed. I, 54-5. An Act (24 Geo. II c. 40) was 
passed laying additional duties on spirits and on licences for retailing them. 


2 Together with a petition from the Corporation in support of the bill, 
this petition was presented on 4 March (CJ XXVI, 84) but there was also a 
petition from Bristol, organised by the Steadfast Society (the Tory organisa- 
tion), from merchants, principal inhabitants, tradesmen, manufacturers and 
artificers of the city of Bristol against the Bill. This alleged that there were 

‘not more than 40 individual persons’ in Bristol consenting to the petitions in 

favour of the Bill (CJ XXVI, 123; Parliamentary History XIV, 970). In 
the face of popular opposition, led by the city of London, the bill was with- 
drawn before its third reading. This action was acclaimed in Bristol where 
there were demonstrations against Josiah Tucker who had written his Reflec- 
tions on the Expediency of a Law for the Naturalization of Foreign Protestants 
(I'wo parts, London, 1751 and 1752) in favour of the bill. 
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Treasury. The Society got no immediate satisfaction and so repre- 
sentatives of the glass exporters attended the standing committee on 
26 August to state their case. The Hall agreed to back their protest. 
On 21 October the standing committee was empowered to send a re- 
monstrance to the Government concerning a Virginia Act. A memorial 
to the Board of Trade was approved on 23 October. 


23 Oct r75r LCTP(M) Virginia act for relief of debtors .322 


That the Generall Assembly of his majesty’s colony of Virginia by 
a clause in an Act passed the roth of May 1749 entitled an Act 
declaring the law concerning executions for relief of insolvent 
debtors have enacted that where any writ of execution shall after 
the roth of June 1751 be sued out upon any judgment decree or 
recovery had or to be had or obtained in any court of record of that 
colony for sterling money the sheriff or officer to whom such writ 
shall be directed shall levy the same in current money at the rate 
of 25s per cent advance upon the sterling for difference of exchange 
and not otherwise. 

That by this law all persons trading to the colony are laid under 
great hardships and will be considerable sufferers as the rate of 
exchange between Great Britain and the colony for many years 
past hath scarsely been so low as 25 per cent but generally much 
higher and sometimes at 40 per cent and upwards and upon an 
average for 7 years’ past hath been at about 364 per cent and there’s 
no prospect of its being lower. 

Pray that you will take the grievance into your consideration and 
obtain a repeal of the said clause [it being greatly injurious to his 
majesty’s subjects trading to that colony.] 


On 19 November the petition was presented by Mr John Hanbury 
and two other merchants trading to Virginia. The Board of Trade then 
stated that “‘as the Act complained of has been upon a representation of 
this Board confirmed by his Majesty in Counsel, they could not entertain 
the petition of the merchants of Bristol and Liverpool but recommended 
it to them to apply in the first instance to his Majesty; whereupon the 
merchants desired leave to withdraw the petition and they were 
accordingly to be delivered to them.’’4 


1 JCTP, 1749/50-1753, Pp. 230, 233. See also APC (Col), IV, 143-4. To- 
gether with petitions from London and Liverpool, the petition from Bristol 
was considered by the Privy Council and then referred to the Board of Trade. 
‘Partly owing to the carelessness of the Board of Trade and its legal advisers, 
and partly because of the remissness of the British merchants in not com- 
plaining in time, this law had been confirmed by an order in Council.’ G. L. 
Beer, British Colonial Policy (London, 1907), pp. 179-80. This law was not 
modified until 1755. 
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Though it had failed to petition the Commons during the passage 
of the bill through that house, the Hall decided to send a petition to the 
Lords on 26 February 1752 against the Bill permitting the importation 
of Irish coarse cloth and woollen yarn into the port of Yarmouth. 
The petition was unsuccessful and the bill became law as 25 Geo. II c. 9. 


On 10 November 1753 the Society petitioned for the repeal of the Act 
for the naturalisation of the Jews which had been passed earlier that 
year.} 


On 20 August 1754 Mr Gordon was requested to petition against the 
plans for Ramsgate Harbour.? 


28 Aug1754 Trustees (R) Ramsgate Harbour pp.327-8 


That the properly executing the trust of building a harbour at 
Ramsgate committed to your care is an affair of the utmost import- 
ance to all such whose ships and vessels are obliged to pass that way 
and may have occasion to take shelter in such harbour and if rightly 
conducted will reflect the highest honour on the managers. 

That for these reasons a resolution that is not founded on the 
best reasons and if possible not liable to any objections ought not, 
in the opinion of your remonstrants, to be carried into execution be 
it in favour of the judgment or interest of whomsoever it will. 

That they have seen a plan of the harbour in its present situation 
and of the original design and intended contraction and have been 
informed of the resolutions of the majority of trustees in relation 
thereto. And they think that there are several weighty reasons 
against the intended contraction and none that they have seen in 
support of it. 

That it is their opinion that the proposed construction would if 
carried into execution entirely destroy the intended use of sheltring 

1 This Act did not sanction general naturalization but was intended to 
encourage the immigration of rich Jews who had to obtain individual private 
acts. There was a lively controversy in the Bristol Journal, especially in the 
issues of 19 May, 16 and 30 June and Dr Tucker wrote A Letter to a Friend 
concerning Natuvalizations (London, 1753) in support of the Act. The Society 
of Merchant Venturers petitioned against the Act as did the Steadfast Society 
but there was no petition from the Corporation. The repeal of the Act on 
20 December 1753 was celebrated in Bristol. See R. L. Schuyler, Josiah Tucker 
(New York, 1931), pp. 20-1; P. J. Underdown, ‘The Parliamentary History 
of the City of Bristol, 1750-1790 (M.A. thesis, University of Bristol, 1948), 
pp. 20-2. 


2 A number of schemes were put forward during the early eighteenth century 
for improving the harbour at Ramsgate which led to the Ramsgate Harbour 
Act of 1749 (22 Geo. II c. 40). See E. Hasted, History of Kent (Canterbury, 
1799), IV, 374-5 and J. H. Andrews, ‘The Thanet seaports’, Archaeologia 


Cantiana, LXVI (1953), 37-44- 
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ships overtaken in a storm with a south-west wind as the sea will 
certainly with such a wind drive so violently into the harbour as to 
prevent ships from luffing up under the west side and lying there, in 
which opinion they find several persons skilled in the knowledge of 
marine affairs join them. 

That if this be a fact or if the harbour would be thereby rendred 
less convenient in any case whatever they apprehend no considera- 
tion can be urged to induce the trustees to carry the scheme of a 
contraction into execution. 

That if it was admitted that the contraction would be of no detri- 
ment to ships under the above-mentioned circumstances yet if no 
advantage would evidently accrue therefrom it seems to them that 
the expence would be less in pursuing the original design as the length 
of the building would be less by 40 feet and as 138 feet of foundation 
is already laid the expence of removing which must be considerable 
or if suffered to remain might prove dangerous. 

That as to the strength of the building when erected nothing can 
be more self-evident than that the large curve originally intended 
would undoubtedly bear a much greater weight of water than the 
angle that would be occasioned by the proposed contraction. 

For all which reasons they cannot help laying this their remon- 
strance before you and hope you will very maturely consider this 
matter and carry into execution the original design. 


Merchants Hall, Bristol. 28 August 1754. Nathaniel Foy, Master. 


On 25 January 1755 Edward Cooper, master, wrote a letter to Robert 
Nugent asking for his assistance in Parliament since the Commissioners 
refused to allow the above remonstrance to be read at their general 
meeting. 


On 12 June 1754 it was reported to Hall that a letter had been 
received from merchants in Kingston (Jamaica) requesting the assistance 
of Bristol merchants in procuring the removal of the seat of govern- 
ment to Kingston. The standing committee was empowered to draw 
up a petition and to send up a deputation in its support. The remons- 
trance to the Board of Trade was adopted on 2 September. It was 
ordered that a copy be delivered to Mr Parris, solicitor for the 


1 A later petition in 1756 from the principal merchants, tradesmen and other 
persons concerned in shipping and navigation residing in the city of Bristol 
to the Lords supported the scheme (LJ XXVIII, 603, 17 May). It had 100 
signatories. Because of a proposed levy on shipping passing through the 
Straits of Dover, the Society made further protests about the Ramsgate 
Harbour Act in 1769 (CJ XXXII, 125) and 1772 (CJ XXXIII, 519). On 
neither occasion did the proposals pass the Lords. 
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inhabitants, owners and occupiers of lands and houses in the town of St 
Tago de la Vegas. 


2 Sept 1754 LCTP(R) Capital of Jamaica pp.239-30 


That the trade of your memorialists and of all other his majesty’s 
subjects trading to the island of Jamaica is greatly embarrassed by 
having the court of records and seat of government held at St Jago 
de la Vega a place so defenceless that the records of the island (the 
security of all property) are greatly exposed to danger and so distant 
from the place where the trade is carried on that it not only renders 
the necessary attendance on the governor by the commanders of 
ships on their arrival in Jamaica and also before their departure 
from thence an heavy tax on the trade and frequently endangers the 
health and lives of travellers but also encreases the expense of 
recovering small debts so intolerably that submitting to the loss of 
them is frequently less onerous. 

That they have seen a copy of a petition of the merchants, 
factors and agents residing in Jamaica to his Majesty relating to the 
grievances above complained of and have also seen a copy of their 
representation to your Board and they apprehend the grievances 
are therein fairly represented and hope the reasons therein stated 
for granting the desired redress will appear to your lordships (as 
they do to your memorialists) to be of great and sufficient weight 
and they having been informed that the above mentioned petition 
is by his majesty referred to your Board. 

Pray that you will be pleased to make such a report thereon that a 
redress of the said grievance may be granted. 


A letter from the master to Robert Nugent on 30 December 1754 
stated that the Society had agreed to present a memorial to the Lords 
Commissioners of Trade and Plantations in relation to the removal of 
the seat of government in Jamaica and asked him to deliver it to the 
Board. The Master stated that Mr James Ord will wait on you with it 
and acquaint you of the reasons urged in favour of it. On 3 May 1755 
Thomas Harris was requested to go to London to press the Board of 
Trade to remove the capital of Jamaica to Kingston.! 


On 14 September 1754 the master wrote to Robert Nugent asking 
him to lay the following memorial before the Board of Admiralty. 


1 See Acts PC(Col), 1745-66, pp. 248-55; JCTP, 1754-8, p. 93; BM New- 
castle Papers (Add Mss 33029, ff. 182-97). In May 1755, Nugent attended a 
meeting of the Board to which the Society sent a deputation to state their 
case. For three years Kingston was the capital, but in 1758 the act providing 
for the removal was disallowed. (Gipson, The British Empire, II, 189 n. 37). 
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14 Sept 1754 LHA1(M) Protection for ships $.33L 


That there are great numbers of trading ships belonging to the 
merchants of this port now on their voyages, the commanders of 
which cannot possibly know that war has been declared by a Prince 
of Morocco against this nation. 

That such ships are entirely unprovided for making any defence 
and must unavoidably fall a prey to our merciless enemys (to the 
great loss not only of the property but lives of many of his majesty’s 
subjects) unless your lordships will be pleased to send a sufficient 
number of ships of war to cruize off the coasts of Barbary &c and 
at the Streights mouth. 

Pray your lordships to afford timely security to the trade by 
stationing a sufficient number of ships of war as cruizers in such 
manner as shall seem meet. 

Sent Sept. 14 1754. 


As there was great opposition in Bristol to the bill for establishing 
a nightly watch in the city, a petition in favour of the bill was sent to 
Richard Beckford for him to present. 


t Feb. 1755 HC Nightly watch $-332 


That the regulating and supporting a nightly watch within the 
city of Bristol is a matter of the greatest consequence to the inhabi- 
tants of the city for the preservation of their lives and propertys 
and the want of a proper legal authority for effecting that good 
purpose hath long been sensibly felt and lamented. 

That by the Act of the 11th & 12th of his late majesty King 
William the 3d the mayor and justices of the said city of Bristol are 
invested with full power at their Generall Quarter Sessions to make 
rules and orders and appoint all necessary officers for the preserva- 
tion of the Rivers Avon and Froom and government of all pilots, 
masters of ships and other vessels navigating to and from the city 
and to impose fines upon offenders, a trust of very great consequence 
to the trade and navigation of the city. And they can with justice 
affirm that such power have been duly and regularly executed to the 
great advantage and security of the said trade and navigation and 
to the entire satisfaction of your petitioners. For the said reasons 
they apprehend that the Mayor and Aldermen of the said city of 


1Lords Commissioners for executing the office of Lord High Admiral of 
Great Britain. 
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Bristol in their quarter sessions are the most proper persons to be 
invested with power to regulate and support such a nightly watch 
and that the bill now depending in Parliament for granting to them 
such powers if passed into a law will be a very salutary one and 
without which the desired ends cannot be effectually obtained. 
Pray that the said bill may pass into a law. 
Sent February 1, 1755.4 


On 24 February the standing committee agreed to petition the Lords 
that the watch bill might be passed in the form it left the Commons. 


February 24, 1755 a like petition verbatim was sent to the House 
of Lords altering only the address. 


On 7 April 1756 it was reported to the Hall that the Corporation had 
sent an address to the King.? It was thereupon resolved that the Society 
should present a similar address and that Mr. Nugent be asked to 
present it. 


7 April 1756 Loyal address 0.334 


We your majesty’s dutiful and loyal subjects the Masters Wardens 
Assistants and Commonalty of the Society of Merchants Adventu- 
rers within the City of Bristol do most humbly present to your 
majesty the just tribute of thanks for the vigorous measures taken 
by your majesty in defence of your American colonies so essential 
to the prosperity of the trade of this Kingdom. 

The treachery of our most perfidious enemys which made those 
measures necessary their inveterate rage at their disappointment and 
their insulting threats of invading these Kingdoms justly raise our 
indignation whilst your majesty’s paternal care of your people in 
having effectually provided against all their attempts fills our 
breasts with the warmest gratitude. 

Permit us, Royal Sir, to assure you that no circumstances what- 
soever shall shake out loyalty and fidelity to your royal person and 
illustrious descendants. 

1 The petition was presented on 15 Feb. 1755 (CJ XXVII, 141: see also pp. 
157, 161-2, 165, 197, 247.) This issue caused a considerable debate in 
Bristol. The Tory opposition alleged that the Corporation who had promoted 
the bill was not representative of the citizens. Despite the controversy, the 
bill became law on 20 March 1755 (28 Geo. II c. 32). It was soon found, how- 
ever that the financial provisions of the Act were inadequate and an amend- 
ing bill, over which there was further controversy, was introduced. This was 


passed with only minor amendments on 9 March 1756 (29 Geo. II c. 47) 
(Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, pp. 82-5; Latimer, Annals, pp. 277-8). 

2 The Corporation had sent an address on 5 April 1756. A message from the 
king on 23 March 1756 had announced the imminence of invasion. War with 
France was declared on 18 May. 
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We are most truly sensible of the blessings we enjoy under your 
mild and happy reign (which we pray God to prolong) and shall with 
the greatest cheerfulness execute any duty which may become 
necessary even to the sacrifices of our lives and fortunes in defence 
and support of your Royal person and government and the success- 
ion to the crown of these realms in your royal house. 

Sent April 7, 1756 


The master reported that members were greatly distressed by a 
recent proclamation prohibiting the export of gunpowder and asked 
Robert Nugent, on 4 November 1755, to advise what was the best 
method of applying for liberty for export. Later that month the 
standing committee was asked to petition the Treasury for such per- 
mission. No further mention of this matter occurs until on 6 July 1756 
the master wrote again to Nugent saying ‘the pressing requests of the 
merchants concerned in the trade to Africa have prevailed on the Society 
to agree to the inclosed memorial to the King in Council which they 
request you will be pleased to present.’ 


6 July 1756 K/C(M) Export of firearms and gunpowder $.335 


That by your majesty’s order in council of the twenty-ninth of 
April last the exportation of gunpowder and every kind of arms is 
prohibited for the space of six months. 

That gunpowder and small arms of a cheap and ordinary kind and 
unfit for other purposes are.so necessary in the African trade which is 
of very great consequence to this port that the same cannot be carried 
on without them. 

That the present method of obtaining licences for exportation 
thereof (is by application to your majesty’s Board of Ordnance, 
Board of Treasury and Commissioners of the Customs at London) 
which is not only attended with great expence but from the length 
of time it takes up frequently occasions great disappointments to 
your memorialists in sending out their ships 

Pray that power may be given to the Collector of your majesty’s 
Customs within the port of Bristol to grant licences for exportation 
of gunpowder and small arms to Africa taking bond for the due 
performance thereof or that other relief may be given. 


Sent July 6, 1756.1 


1 Nugent had a personal interview with the Duke of Newcastle and made 
approaches to the Board of Trade and the Board of Ordnance without avail. 
The Government adhered to its decision that individual applications for 
licences must be made to the Privy Council (Underdown, ‘Parliamentary 
History’, pp. 66-7). 
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In a letter to Robert Nugent on 24 August 1756 the master stated 
‘the Board of Ordnance having lately refused to grant licences for the 
exportation of gunpowder, the Society find themselves under a necessity 
of petitioning his majesty for a redress of this grievance’ and enclosed 
a petition for Nugent to present. 


24 Aug 1756 K/C Export of gunpowder and African trade 4.336 


That the trade to Africa which is of very great importance to the 
Kingdom in general and to this city in particular cannot be carried 
on without the liberty of exporting gunpowder. 

That the gunpowder usually exported to Africa from this port is 
made at certain mills in the neighbourhood of this city and is of an 
inferior kind and proof not used in your majesty’s navy. 

That your majesty’s Board of Ordnance have absolutely refused to 
issue any more licences for the exportation of gunpowder which in 
effect is a total prohibition of the African trade. 

Pray that directions may be given to the Board of Ordnance to 
grant licence for the exportation of gunpowder to the coast of 
_ Africa. : 


Sent Aug. 24, 1756.1 


In a letter of 19 October Nugent pointed out that the Privy Council 
had permitted the export of gunpowder but that the proclamation 
prevented the export of guns &c. The Hall then ordered that the Privy 
Council should be petitioned to remove this restriction. 

The Hall discussed a letter from Nugent on 19 October 1756 which 
stated that a proclamation had been issued which permitted the export 
of gunpowder but that the export of guns was still prohibited. It was 
ordered that the Privy council be petitioned to remove this restriction. 
A letter from the master to Nugent on 21 October enclosed ‘a petition 
to the King in Council agreable to what you recommended to us to ask, 
which the committee desire you will be pleased to present and flatter 
themselves the prayer of it will be granted. It escaped our observation 
before as the refusal of the board of ordnance relative to gunpowder 
was the sole occasion of our petition.’ 


az Oct 1756 =KIC Export of guns p.338 


That they having found themselves restrained from carrying on 
their trade to Africa for want of licences from your majesty’s Board 
of Ordnance for exportation of gunpowder which was prohibited by 


1 This petition was considered by the Privy Council on 5 Oct. 1756 (PRO, 
PC 2/105, ff. 307-8). 
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your Royal Proclamation did lately present to your majesty their 
petition praying that directions might be given for granting such 
licences and your majesty has been thereupon pleased to order that 
they might be permitted to export to Africa such quantitys of gun- 
powder made at the mills near Bristol as may be necessary to carry 
on the African trade. 

That they still find themselves labouring under a restraint 
touching the exportation of small arms which are of an inferior 
kind and unfit for any other purpose than the trade of Africa but 
absolutely necessary for carrying on the trade. 

That they are likewise prevented from fitting out their ships with 
any gunpowder, cannon, arms or ammunition tho necessary for 
their defense against the enemy. 

Pray that such directions be given that they may be at liberty 
to export to Africa such trading guns and likewise to furnish all 
their ships whether bound to the coast of Africa or elsewhere with 
such gunpowder, cannon, arms and ammunition as shall be necessary 
for their defence against the enemy. 

Sent Oct. 21, 1756. 


At the request of several merchants and on the information that 
Liverpool would bear one-third of the charge the standing committee 
was ordered on 3 January 1757 to prepare a petition to Parliament to 
permit the import of American bar iron duty free.1 The petition was 
drawn up on 25 January. No one being inclined to go up in its support, 
Mr Biscoe was written to as a member of the Society and asked to go. 
The letter of 25 January from the master stated ‘we shall write to our 
members in Parliament to beg their assistance and the port of Liverpool 
and town of Birmingham and other places where iron wares are manu- 
factured will appoint agents to join you in this affair. Proper persons 
will be sent up to prove the allegations of our petition.’ Biscoe agreed 
to go and the petition was sent to him on 2 February. The covering 
letter stated ‘you will observe that we have not clog’d our petition with 
many facts but rested it chiefly on that single one of American iron’s 
being equally useful as Russia and Swedish, and which we shall be able 
to prove. For this purpose Mr. Willetts of Wednesbury will soon be 
in London and will have directions to wait on you. Heis avery thorough 
master of the nature of iron and will procure one Horn a watchmaker to 
attend you on whom we have great dependence.’ 


2 Feb 1757 HC American bar tron P-339 


That great quantitys of bar iron are imported into this kingdom 
from Sweden, Russia and other parts which are chiefly paid for with 


1 See Bining, Colonial Ivon Industry, p. 74. 
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specie, some of which iron is exported again to Africa and other 
places and the rest is wrought up by the manufacturers. 

That bar iron brought from North America would answer the 
same purpose and the importation of it would tend not only to the 
great advantage of this Kingdom by increasing its shipping and 
navigation but also to that of the colonys. 

That by an Act of Parliament! passed in the 23rd year of his 
present majesty’s reign the importation of bar iron from America 
into the port of London duty free was permitted but prohibited 
from being carryed coastways or farther by land than ten miles 
distance by means whereof several very considerable manufacturing 
towns are deprived of the use of American iron and the outports are 
prevented from employing it in their export trade. 

Pray that bar iron may be imported from North America into 
Great Britain duty free by all his majesty’s subjects. 


Sent Feb. 2nd, 1757.2 


On 21 February 1757 the master acknowledged the receipt of letters 
from Nugent, complaining that the principal solicitors of this important 
affair had been dilatory and had neglected to supply him with proofs. 
He added ‘in vindication of the Merchants Hall, I must beg leave to 
make you acquainted how the affair comes thro’ their hands. Mr Knox, 
Mr Penington, Messrs Sedgley and Hilhouse were the first that required 
the assistance of the Hall to favour their attempts in endeavouring to 
get a Bill... At the same time they gave the Hall they had great reason 
to think the present session a very favourable one and that twould 
meet with a trifling opposition if any. This presumption I believe they 
got from the reverend Doctor Tucker who I hope has not deceived 
them... The gentlemen have promised to send such proofs to Mr 
Biscoe as they shall be able to obtain and to write to you by the next 
post. On 24 February the master wrote asking for the support of the city 
of London for the Bristol case. On 6 April he wrote to Vincent Biscoe 
acknowledging the receipt of a copy of the Bill, which was considered 
at the Hall that day. Since the Hall believed that the Bill as it stood 
was unsatisfactory as American iron could not under it be sent to Africa 


1 23 Geo. II, c. 29; see above p. 77. 


2 The petition was presented on 8 Feb. (CJ X XVII, 687). Nugent assisted in 
drafting the bill. On 18 Feb. he wrote to the Society that he was careful 
to guard the bill ‘against the evils which wou’d necessarily arise from a 
further manufacture of iron in the colonies, by prohibiting the use of slitting 
mills there, and will venture to say that without this precaution the bill, which 
as it now stand met with great opposition, never wou’d have been suffered to 
pass’. (SMV Letters 1754— , bundle 17). Though opposed by London mer- 
chants, the alliance of Bristol and Liverpool secured the passage of the bill 
in the Commons by 93 votes to 46 (CJ X XVII, 864). The Society then peti- 
tioned the Lords, see below p. 91. 
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or more than ten miles from the port of Bristol, Biscoe was urged to 
discuss its amendment with Mr Nugent. 


As the Corporation had petitioned Parliament to extend the time 
for importing corn duty free, the Hall ordered a similar petition to be 
sent up on 16 April 1757. Robert Nugent was asked to present it. 


16 April 1757, HC Import of Corn p.340 


That they had conceived great hopes that the good and wholesome 
laws enacted during the present session of Parliament for reducing 
the excessive high price of corn would have been attended with the 
desired effect. But with great concern they observe that the price 
still increases and the distresses of the poor are become more.and more 
grievous. 

That they apprehend the distilling of wheat is one very great 
cause of the present high price it bears and that it is necessary 
to prohibit the same during the present scarcity and also in future 
whenever it shall exceed a moderate stated price in the public 
market. And that for preventing any evasion of so wholesome a law 
and fixing in all places a just assize of bread it would be of great use 
to establish uniform weight by which all corn and meal in general 
should be sold throughout the Kingdom. 

And they beg leave also to represent that a large importation of 
foreign corn is absolutely necessary. But difficultys having arisen in 
the purchase of corn in the neighbouring kingdom and states and 
many unforseen delays attending the bringing home cargoes of 
wheat from more distant parts in our present state of warr the time 
limitted for the importation of foreign corn free of duty is so short 
that merchants are deterred from sending orders to their corres- 
pondents lest their ships might arrive too late, it therefore seems 
requisite that such liberty should be extended beyond the 24 
August. 

Pray the House to take the premisses into consideration and to 
make such further provision therein as shall seem meet. 


Sent April 16, 1757.1 


A petition was adopted on 18 April 1757 praying for the passing of 
‘ the prize captors’ Bill. In his covering letter to Nugent, the master 
stated ‘the spirit of privateering is so great in this port that there are 


1 This petition was presented on 19 April 1757 together with a petition from 
the Corporation of Bristol. An abbreviated form of the Society’s petition is 
printed in CJ. XXVII, 847. Nugent presided over the Committee of the 
House which adopted the Bristol recommendation of an extension of the time- 
limit governing the previous Acts. (CJ XXVII, 849). 
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now no less than two and twenty sail either at sea or fitting out which 
may employ upwards of three thousand men better than one half of 
which are landsmen.’! 


19 April 1757 HC Prize goods pp.341-2 


That they observe that a Bill is now depending for the relief and 
encouragement of the captors of prizes with respect to the bringing 
and landing of prize goods in this Kingdom, whereby it is now 
intended that all goods of the growth, product or manufacture of 
France or any of the dominions belonging to the crown of France 
(except wines and vinegar) taken by any private ship of war shall be 
liable to the payment of a part of the Old Subsidy and that wines 
and vinegar shall be liable to a particular duty therein to be 
inserted. 

That they apprehend the payment of any duty whatsoever for 
goods of the growth, product or manufacture of France in Europe 
would still prove a very great discouragement to the owners of 
privateers and occasion the commanders of such privateers to ransom 
any ship outward bound from France, which they may happen to 
take, for whatever they can get, the dutys payable for all such goods 
being, by the Book of Rates, fixed so very high intentionally to 
prevent the importation thereof that a very small duty of poundage 
according to those rates would, in many instances, amount to the 
full value of the goods and render them of no value whatsoever to 
the captors. | 

That, during the present war, several privateers have after 
obstinate engagements subdued the ships of the French king, which 
were transporting soldiers and ammunition to America, to the great 
advantage of this Kingdom but, on account of the numbers of such 
soldiers on board, have been obliged to conduct their prizes into 
port, to the very great expence of the owners of such privateers, the 
value of such kind of prizes being very small. 

That, as great encouragement is given by the French king to all 
persons to fit out privateers, they hope that all possible encourage- 
ment will likewise be given the English privateers which have been 
very usefull in depriving the enemy of supplys they receive by 
commerce. 

Pray that all goods of the growth, product or manufacture of 
France in Europe may be exempted from the payment of any duties 


1See J. W. Damer Powell, Bristol Privateers and Ships of War (Bristol, 
1930), Pp. 184-245. 
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of customs or excise whatsoever, but may be permitted to be landed 
and exported in like manner and under the like limitations as they 
were in the late war with France, by virtue of an Act passed in the 
twentyeth year of his present majesty’s reign entitled An Act to 
continue several laws relating to the manufactures of sail cloth and 
silk, to give further time for the payment of dutys omitted to be 
paid for the indentures or contracts of clerks and apprentices and 
for better securing the payment of the said dutys and declaring that 
prize ships lawfully condemned shall be deemed British-built ships 
and for allowing prize goods to be landed and secured in proper 
warehouses without payment of any duty untill it can be determined 
whether they are fit for exportation or home consumption. 

And that all ships or vessells which have been or shall be taken 
during the continuance of the present war, together with their sails 
and appurtenances may, after legal condemnation, be deemed 
British-built ships and enjoy all the benefits, libertys, priviledges 
and advantages of British-built ships without payment of any duty 
for their freedom. 


Sent 19 April 1757. 


A deputation consisting of Thomas Harris, William Wansey, Richard 
Camplin and James Laroche jun. was sent to London to oppose the 
prize captors’ bill in its present form.1 A week later, on receipt of the 
news that the American iron bill had passed the Commons, a petition 
to the Lords in its favour was adopted and sent to Vincent Biscoe in 
London. 


3 May 1757 AL American bar tron 2-343 


That bar iron is imported into this Kingdom in great quantities 
from Sweden, Russia and other parts, which is paid for chiefly with 
specie, of which some is exported again to Africa and other places 
and the rest is wrought up by the manufacturers 

That bar iron, the product of North America, would answer the 
same purposes and the importation of it tend to the great and mutual 
advantage as well of this Kingdom as the colonys, as it would be 
paid for with woolens and other manufactures and thereby increase 
the shipping and navigation and open and extend the commerce of 
each. 


1 After Nugent had met the delegation in London, it was decided not to 
submit the petition (SMV B/P, 26 April 1757). Nugent successfully piloted 
the bill through Parliament and it became law (30 Geo. II c. 18). See CJ 
XXVIII, 835, 838, 881. 
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That, by an Act of Parliament passed in the 23d year of his 
present majesty’s reign, the importation of American bar iron into 
the port of London duty free was permitted, but that it was prohi- 
bited from being carried coastways or farther by land than 10 miles 
distance from London. By means wherof several very considerable 
manufacturing towns are deprived of the use of such iron and the 
outports are prevented from employing it in their export trade. 

That a Bill has already passed the House of Commons for granting 
the liberty to import such American bar iron duty free into all the 
ports of this Kingdom. 

Pray that such Bill may pass this House. 


Sent May 3, 1757.1 


On 30 January 1758 the committee discussed the proposed bill for 
manning the navy and was unanimously of the opinion that it was 
“absurd, incoherent and impracticable and would be especially injurious 
to the port of Bristol.’”” On 15 April the master wrote to Robert Nugent 
setting out the Society’s objections to the bill and saying ‘we think it 
needless to petition against it, but if you find it is likely to be necessary 
we beg you would be so kind as to inform us.’ But on 20 May further 
objections against the bill were made and a petition against it was 
ordered to be sent up to Mr Nugent by express. 


20 May 1758 HC Manning of the Navy p. 348 


That they observe that a Bill is brought in, intitled a Bill for the 
more effectually manning of his majesty’s Navy and for preventing 
desertion from the same, as also for the relief and encouragement of 
seamen and others belonging to ships and vessells in the merchants 
service. 

That they have carefully perused the said Bill and find that the 
same, if carryed into a law, would lay the trade of this Kingdom, 
which is the nursery and grand support of seamen at all times and 
also that spirit of fitting out private ships of war which during the 
present war has been of such distinguished service to the Nation in 
general, under such difficultys as would, it’s feared, cause a great 


1 This petition proved unnecessary. After the opposition in the Commons 
(see above p. 88), the bill met with no further delay in the Lords and received 
the royal assent on 6 May (30 Geo. II c. 16). The expenses of the Society 
involved in obtaining this Act amounted to fo12 5s. 6d. The Society regarded 
this as so excessive that it resolved to publish the solicitor’s bill and later 
brought the matter to the attention of the Speaker of the House of Commons 
(Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 68). 
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stagnation in the former and a total suppression of the latter. 
That they are likewise of opinion that the law itself would, whilst 
seamen carry about them their present notions of liberty, be ineffec- 
tual for the purposes intended. 
Pray that the said Bill may not pass into a law. 


Sent May 20, 1758.1 


At the standing committee on 15 January 1759 it was stated that 
another bill for manning the navy laid before Parliament was liable to 
the same objections as was that of last year. Ordered that a petition 
against it be prepared. The petition was sent to Mr Nugent on 16 


January. 


16 Jan 1759 HC Manning of the navy ~.349 


That they observe that a Bill is brought in, intitled a bill for the 
more effectual manning of his majesty’s Navy and for preventing 
desertion trom the same, as also for the relief and encouragement of 
seamen and others belonging to ships and vessels in the merchants 
service. 

That they have carefully perused the said Bill and find that the 
same, if carried into a law, would lay the trade of this Kingdom, 
which is the nursery and grand support of seamen at all times and 
also that spirit of fitting out private ships of warr which during the 
present war has been of such distinguished service to the Nation in 
general, under such difficultys as would, it’s feared, cause a great 
stagnation in the former and a total suppression of the latter. 

That they are intimately acquainted with the dispositions of sea- 
men can likewise from their experience affirm that the Bill itself if 
carried into a law would be highly prejudicial to the marine of this 
Kingdom and ineffectual for the purposes intended. 

Pray that the said Bill may not pass into a law. 


Sent Janry 16th, 1759.2 


On 29 March 1759 the committee was directed to consider the new 
bill for manning the navy and to petition if they thought proper. On 


1 As Nugent and Jarrit Smith believed the bill was unlikely to pass, this 
petition was not submitted (Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 80). 
However, after being drastically amended, the bill became law (31 Geo. II c. 
Io). 

2 This petition was presented on 19 Jan. (CJ XXVIII, 362) and the bill was 
defeated on the third reading (CJ XXVIII, 516). 
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31 March a letter was sent to Mr Nugent proposing alterations in the bill 
accompanied by a petition inits favour. Mr Nugent was instructed not 
to present the petition unless the proposed alterations were made. 


31 March 1759 HC Encouragement of seamen p.352 


That they observe that a bill is brought in to explain and amend 
the Act of the z2oth year of his present majesty, intitled an Act for 
the Encouragement of Seamen and the more speedy and effectual 
manning his majesty’s Navy, the tendency of which bill is to prevent 
the outragious acts of piracy and robbery, that have been committed 
on the high seas by the crews of small vessels pretending to be 
English privateers, whereby great scandal has been reflected on this 
Nation in general. 

That they, having a just abhorrence of such lawless and detest- 
able practices, are greatly pleased to see that the House hath taken 
under their wise consideration the applying an effectual remedy to 
so great an evil. 

Pray that the said Bill may pass into a law. 


Sent March 31, 1759.4 


A request made to the Hall by the London merchants for support 
for a bill to revive the bounties on colonial hemp, flax and silk was 
rejected at a meeting of the Hall on 26 January 1760. Later that year, 
on 6 November 1760, the Society sent a loyal address to the new 
King on his accession which was sent up to the Bristol M.P.s for 
presentation. 


Twelve months later the bill to extend the free importation of Irish 
provisions was considered and it was agreed, in response to a request 
from Jarrit Smith, to draw up a petition in its support. This was sent 
to the Bristol M.P.s on 30 November 1761. 


jo Nov 176x HC Import of Irish salted provisions 0.357 


That they observe that a Bill is depending for permitting, for a 
further limitted time, the free importation of salted beef, pork and 
butter from Ireland, the present Act which gives that liberty 
expiring soon. 


1 This petition was not presented as the amendments the Society proposed 
were not accepted. A compromise clause, introduced by Nugent, was rejected 
on the casting vote of the Speaker (CJ XXVIII, 585). The bill then passed 
in its original form (32 Geo. II c. 25). 
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That the liberty granted by such Act has by experience been found 
of great utility not only to the trading part but to the poor also of 
this Kingdom, who before that Act laboured under the grievance 
of giving extravagant prices for provisions. 

Pray that such a Bill may pass into a law. 

Sent Nov. 30, 1761.1 


Mr Biscoe stated on 15 March 1762 that the Africa Company’s 
application to the Admiralty for the stationing of some ships of war on 
the coast had been unsuccessful and it was agreed to send a remons- 
trance in support. Liverpool merchants were asked to do the same and 
the concurrence of the London merchants was also sought. 


25 March 1762 LHA(R)2 African trade p.361 


That the trade to Africa is of the utmost consequence not only to 
your remonstrants in particular but to the kingdom in general, as it 
employs great numbers of ships and seamen, takes off great quantitys 
of the manufactures of this nation and is the only source from whence 
his majesty’s colonys in America are supplyed with negroes. 

That this trade has at times during the course of the present war 
been greatly annoyed by the enemy’s ships of war and privateers, 
particularly so of late, by reason whereof the risque is become so 
great and the premium for insurance so high and they and other 
traders to Africa labour under such great discouragement that the 
trade is already greatly lessened. 

That there is too great reason to fear that the enemy, encouraged 
by their repeated successes, will send more and more powerfull 
force upon the coast and, unless effectual measures are taken for 
protecting the trade there, it is in great danger of being ruined and 
the colonys in America thereby greatly distressed. 

Pray that such protection of this trade be afforded as shall seem 
meet. 


Sent 25th March, 1762.8 


1 Together with a petition from the merchants, traders and inhabitants of 
Bristol, this petition was presented on 1 Dec. (CJ XXIX, 56) but the House 
decided that any relaxation of the law was unnecessary, except for providing 
supplies for the navy (CJ XXIX, 59). 

2 Lords Commissioners for executing the Office of Lord High Admiral of 
Great Britain. 


3 The result of this request is not recorded. 
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The Hall considered the claim of Samuel Touchet to have an exclusive 
trade with Senegal on 6 January 1763. This was later discussed by the 
standing committee on 8 January who drew up a paper maintaining the 
right of all British subjects to trade with Senegal. It was agreed to join 
with the merchants of Liverpool and London to oppose the petition and 
to bear one-third of the expence. The Society based its case on the 
principle that all monopolies are injurious to a trading nation. On 26 
March the master wrote to Samuel Poirier that he had sent a memorial 
to Mr Nugent to ‘promote the proposals you wanted.’ 


26 March 1763 ~=Earl of Egremont(M)1 African trade p.363 


That the trade to the river Senegal will be of great advantage 
to this Nation if it be preserved free and open to all his majesty’s 
subjects and put under proper regulations. 

That the present establishment of the trade of Africa, by an Act 
passed in the twentythird year of his late majesty, under the 
direction of a committee of an open company of the merchants 
trading to Africa has been found by experience to be most beneficial 
to that trade. 

That they are informed that a sum of money will be granted to 
his majesty for the support of forts and garrisons of the said river 
Senegal and its dependencies. 

Recommend that the said forts and the money to be granted for 
their support be put under the direction of the said committee.? 


On 2 April 1763 the master wrote to Nugent, ‘I am glad Senegal is 
for the present put under the direction of the African Committee.’ 
Later that month the standing committee was asked to draw up a loyal 
address to the king on the peace.3 On 20 October the committee was 
given power to present a memorial to the King in Council for taking off 
the quarantine on ships from the ports of Spain in the Mediterranean. 


1 The Earl of Egremont, ‘one of his Majesty’ sprincipal secretaries of state,’ 
was Secretary of State for the Southern Department from Oct. 1761 until 
his death on 21 Aug. 1763. 


2 For Touchet’s scheme see Martin, British West African Settlements, pp. 
59-60. In A Letter to a Merchant at Bristol concerning the Petition of Samuel 
Touchet to the King for an Exclusive Grant of the Trade to the River Senegal, by a 
Merchant of London (London, 1762), this proposal was described as ‘a daring 
attempt against the freedom of the African commerce’. Touchet’s claim was 
disallowed by the Government. See below p. 97-8. 


3On 19 April the Society agreed to send an address to the king on the 
conclusion of peace, which was presented by Nugent. There is no copy in 
the Society’s archives but the address was printed in Felix Farley’s Bristol 
Journal, 7 May 1763. It declared the Society’s ‘grateful thanks for that 
paternal care and protection which, in the midst of a vigorous and extensive 
war, was constantly afforded to the commercial interests of the nation.’ 
The Corporation also sent an address. 
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The master wrote to Robert Nugent on 26 March 1763 that the cyder 
bill had not one advocate in the city and enclosed a memorial and a copy 
of the petition from the merchants of Liverpool, The Hall considered. 
the Cyder Law on 14 December and came to the opinion that the duty 
was “‘in some respects excessive and the mode of collecting it very 
grievous.’’ That day the master wrote to Nugent, ‘if you think it will 
be of any service to have a petition to the House of Commons you will 
oblige me by informing me.’ On 16 January 1764 a petition against the 
cyder tax was adopted and sent to Jarrit Smith the following day. 


16 Jan 1764 HC Duty on cyder p.364 


That, by an Act! passed in the last session of Parliament for 
granting to his Majesty several additional dutys upon wines imported 
into this Kingdom and certain dutys upon cyder and perry, there is 
laid upon all cyder and perry made in Great Britaine a duty of 4s a 
hogshead over and above all other dutys and the said additional 
duty is put under the receipt and management of the commissioners 
and officers of his majesty’s Revenue of Excise. 

That the additional duty upon cyder and perry is a very unequal 
tax and the time stipulated for the payments thereof is very burthen- 
some for the farmers. 

That, over and besides such grievances, the mode of collecting 
such duty is not only an intollerable burthen for the farmers and 
occupiers of orchards who are frequently illiterate and unable to 
avoid the forfeitures and penalties they are by the Act subjected to, 
but is also alarming in its nature to your petitioners who cannot with 
unconcern see an extension of the excise laws, which they consider 
as tending to weaken and by degrees subvert that barrier of their 
liberty, trial by jury. 

Pray that so much of the said Act as subjects the said dutys to the 
excise laws may be repealed and the collection of the dutys put on a 
more constitutional footing and that such other relief may be 
granted as shall seem meet. 


Sent Janry 1764.2 


On 16 January 1764 the standing committee was also directed to 
petition Parliament for an Act to include Senegal (lately captured) 


13 Geo. III c. 12. 


2 This petition was presented on 23 Jan. (CJ XXIX, 728). The proposal 
for the additional duty aroused widespread oppostion, especially in the 
western counties. The outcome of the agitation was the introduction of an 
amending bill (4 Geo. III c. 7) but the act itself was retained until 1766. 
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in the territories under the direction of the African Company! also to 
present a petition for the free importation of beef, pork and butter 
from Ireland because of the high price of provisions? and to petition 
for an extension of the time in which tallow might be imported from 
Ireland duty free. 


2x Jan 1764 HC Import of Irish tallow p.305 


That an Act of Parliament was passed in the thirty second year of 
the reign of our late sovereign, intitled an Act to discontinue fora . 
limited time the duties payable upon tallow imported from Ireland, 
which Act was to continue in force for the space of five years from 
the first of May one thousand seven hundred and fifty-nine and until 
the end of the then next sessions of Parliament.4 

That the said Act hath been found to be greatly beneficial to this 
Kingdom. 


Pray that the same may be continued for such further time as 
shall seem meet. 


Sent January 21, 1764.5 


As the previous application for an extension of the free import of 
Irish salted provisions had been unsuccessful, it was agreed on 20 June 
1764 to present a further petition to Parliament urging the matter. 


A memorial to the Treasury praying for relief to importers of sugars 
from the ceded islands was® adopted on 21 November 1764. A covering 
letter from the master to Robert Nugent set the case out in more detail. 


2x Nov 1764 LC/T Import of French produce p.371 


That the importation of French produce, the property of British 
subjects, from the ceded islands hath been, by many unavoidable 


1 After some consideration, the Act (4 Geo. III c. 20) was passed for this 
purpose. 

2 This petition was sent at Nugent’s request. The motion for the introduc- 
tion of a bill to secure the purposes of the petition was defeated in the Com- 
mons on 8 Feb. 1764 by 122 votes to 120 (CJ XXIX, 797). On 13 Feb. the 
master wrote to Nugent, ‘We are very sorry for the fate of the Bill for a free 
importation of provisions from Ireland and fear we shall feel the ill conse- 
quence of it.’ 


3 An Act (32 Geo. II c. 12) to similar effect had been passed in 1759. 

432 Geo. II c. 12 (extended by 1 Geo. III c. 10). 

5 Together with a petition from the Bristol Society of Chandlers and Soap- 
makers, this petition was presented on 7 Feb. 1764 (CJ XXIX, 794). The 
bill, which Jarrit Smith successfully guided through the House, received the 
royal assent on 21 March 1764 (4 Geo. ITI c. 6). 


6 St Lucia, Martinique and Guadeloupe. 
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delays, protracted beyond the time allowed by law for that purpose 
and several ships are now shortly expected to arrive from the said 
Islands, the cargoes whereof will be subject to the duty on French 
goods. 

That they are, by the means aforesaid and without any default 
of their own, subjected to great loss and if such goods should be 
exported his majesty’s revenue will also suffer injury unless some 
means be devised to prevent it. 

Pray your Lordships to take the premisses into consideration and 
give such direction therein as shall seem meet. 

Sent Nov. 21, 1764.1 


A reply was received on 20 December that the Treasury proposed 
that the sugars should be warehoused until application could be made 
to Parliament and the master was requested to ask for the release of the 
sugars on the owners giving security for the extra duty. The same day 
the standing committee was desired to petition for the continuance 
of the Act permitting the import of Irish salted provisions duty free. 


14 Jan 1765 HC Irish provisions p.372 


That the Act of the last sessions for enabling his majesty by 
proclamation to permit the importation of salted provisions from 
Ireland being expired, they observe that a Bill is ordered to be 
brought in for further continuing the salutary law. 

That the relief which the importation during the last year gave to 
this nation came very seasonable, as in all probability the price of 
provisions would otherwise have been excessively grievous, the 
same notwithstanding such importation having born and still 
bearing a great price. 

Pray that the Bill may pass into a law. 

Sent Jan. 14, 1765. 

On 14 January 1765 the standing committee was empowered to peti- 
tion Parliament concerning imports from the ceded islands as the 


produce now coming home will not pay the debts of the petitioners and 
fresh imports will be necessary. 


1 The petition was presented by Nugent. See below p. 100 


2 Like the earlier petition (see above p. 98) this was drafted at Nugent’s 
request. He also asked for evidence of the reduction in prices resulting from 
previous Acts (SMV Correspondence, 12 Dec. 1764). 


3 This petition was presented on 17 Jan. (CJ XXX, 29) and a bill was 
passed on 28 Jan (5 Geo. III c. 1) which allowed free importation until 24 
June 1765. It was again renewed late in 1765 (6 Geo. III c. 1). For 1767, see 
below, p. 110. 
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14 Jan 1765 HC Imports from ceded islands $.373 


That they observe that a Bill is ordered in for allowing further 
time to his majesty’s subjects to import their goods and effects, 
being the produce of certain places ceded to France and Spain by 
the late treaty of peace, upon payment of the same duties as they 
would have been liable to if such places had remained in his majesty’s 
possession. 

That the importation of such goods and effects has hitherto been 
prevented by many unavoidable delays and without any defaults 
of the merchants. 

Pray that the said Bill may pass into a law. 

Sent Jan. 14th, 1765.1 


On 15 January the master had written to Nugent asking him to 
present the petition above on the importation of salted provisions 
when opportunity offered but to avoid presenting the petition about 
imports from the ceded islands if it was not required ‘as the Londoners 
have not thought fit to confer with you or us on this occasion’. The 
previous day the Hall had asked the standing committee to petition 
Parliament for a relaxation of the laws by which the East India Company 
enjoyed a monopoly of that trade. 

A letter from the master on 26 January 1765 to Nugent stated ‘I am 
very glad to find from Mr Reeve that he has fully authorized you to con- 
tradict an assertion made in the House of Commons that notice of the 
intended application was sent to Bristol thro’ his House above a month 
since and as we think that you have been treated not so respectfully by 
the Londoners as you deserved and that we have been used very cava- 
lierly consequently they cannot expect this Hall will bear any part of 
the expence of the Act. Therefore we desire that unless the Londoners 
join with us as to time our petition may not be presented as a shorter 
time will be of little or no use to the concerned here... I should be glad 
to write you more fully on every subject but I cannot prevail on those 
interested to enable me to do it.” 

On 12 March 1765 the master wrote to Jarrit Smith, ‘We have lately 
received letters from Mr Nugent relative to the bill for better supplying 
the export trade to Africa and to last years’, North American Bill. We 
have given him a full account to those relative to the former matter. 
At a meeting of the standing committee that day a letter from Nugent 
on American affairs was considered in which he suggested that a memo- 
rial should be presented to the Treasury ‘particularising the goods which 
the merchants would wish to be exempt from those duties.’ The follow- 
ing memorial, which covered a wider field than Nugent advocated, was 
adopted. 

1 This petition was not presented because London merchants had already 
taken similar action independently and Nugent wished to save the Bristol 
merchants expense. But the efforts of the Bristol M.P.s to secure an ex- 
tension of the time limit were unsuccessful. Nugent blamed the Society for 


failing to furnish him with proofs of debts outstanding (Underdown, ‘Par- 
iamentary History’, p. ror). 
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13 March 1765 LC/T(M) American trade pp.1-2 


That a very great debt is at this time owing from the traders in his 
majesty’s colonies in America to your memorialists and other 
British merchants, which is still increasing as their demands for 
British manufactures greatly exceed the remittances which, by 
reason of their present distressed scituation, aggravated by the 
duties laid on them in the last sessions of Parliament, they are 
enabled to make. 

That all possible encouragement should be given to the colonists, 
where such encouragement does not tend in some considerable 
degree to the manitest injury of other his majesty’s colonies and 
plantations and, amongst others, for this great national reason that 
their prosperity promotes the prosperity of British manufacturers. 

That one means amongst others necessary to promote the welfare 
of the said colonies is to take off the enumeration from timber or 
lumber, iron, hemp and flax as Great Britain and the West Indies 
cannot take off half their timber and they cannot obtain freight for 
half their iron. 

That many articles might be obtained by them from the French 
and Spanish Islands in the West Indies in return for the overplus 
of such lumber or otherwise render’d useless which would not pre- 
judice the British Islands in America such as dollars, cocoa, cochineal 
and indico, which two last articles may at this time be imported into 
Great Britain duty free from any part of the world. 

That great quantitys of specie are annually paid to foreign 
countries for commoditys imported in foreign bottoms and annually 
advancing in price, all which might be supplyed by our American 
colonies and brought home in British vessells if they were encouraged 
by bountys to be given by the Crown, than which nothing can be a 
more nationally usefull application of money, nor more conducive 
to the national strength by encreasing the number of her seamen. 

That they are informed that the said colonists have suffered great 
inconvenience in their island navigation from that clause in the Act 
of last sessions, which enacts that no goods shall be shipped in one 
British colony to be carried to another without a sufference and 
cocquet, which restriction is in many cases as inconvenient as if it 
was imposed on the inhabitants of two adjacent counties of England. 

That great inconveniences have arisen from the power given to 
cutters to stop British ships bound to America and having regular 
clearences within 2 leagues of the shore, as vessells have been obliged 
without probable cause of seizure to come to an anchor in places 
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exceedingly dangerous, in which case if an accident happens the 
merchant is left without remedy except against the master of a 
cutter who has wantonly exercised such his power and probably has 
little property of his own to lose. 

That the scituation of a Vice Admiralty Court at Halifax is 
exceedingly inconvenient, and not accessible during several months 
of the year, whereby in case of unlawfull seizure the merchant is 
left in a manner remediless.1 

Pray such relief from Parliament as the nature of the case. will 
permit and in particular that such a bounty may be granted on the 
importation into Great Britain of American fir and other timber as 
shall promote so usefull and beneficial a trade, and that a free 
exportation may be permitted of American lumber to Ireland, the 
western islands and any part of Europe south of Cape Finisterre. 

Sent Mar. 13, 1765.2 


On 29 October a memorial to the Treasury was adopted. Mr Nugent 
was asked to present it with all possible speed. 


29 Oct 1765 L/T American trade p.4 


That the trade from this port to America and the remittances from 
thence have for some time past been very much diminished to the 
great injury of the colonies and your memorialists. 

That the welfare not only of the manufacturers of this kingdom 
but even of his majesty’s revenue is involved in the same fate, and 
that unless a speedy remedy be applied they will sustain further very 
great loss. 

That according to the advices received by them and in their own 
opinion the grievances complained of arise from the restraints laid 
upon the navigation in America, not only by the commanders of his 
majesty’s ships war but by the patent officers there who exercise 
their authority with exceeding great vigour. 


1 On this issue see C. Ubbelohde, The Vice-Admiralty Courts and the American 
Revolution (Chapel Hill, 1960). 
2 Nugent acknowledged receipt in a letter of 19 March 1765. 


3 On 13 Sept. Cruger reported from Bristol that ‘money is so scarce in the 
kingdom, and trade of all sorts ... so dull’ (Commerce of Rhode Island, Massa- 
chusetts Historical Society, 7th series IX (1914), 124. By this time pressure 
was being put on the Rockingham ministry to do something about admitting 
Spanish bullion into the British West Indies and the Society joined with 
Liverpool, Lancaster and other towns in this agitation (Wesley Savadge, ‘The 
west country and the American mainland colonies, 1763-83, with special 
reference to the merchants of Bristol’, unpublished D. Phil. thesis, University 
of Oxford, 1952), p. 203. 
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That they, nothing doubting of your Lordships’ great attention 
to the welfare of trade, the foundation of the glory of this nation, and 
of your readiness to hear and redress well grounded complaints 
properly offered, lay these before you, and rest themselves satisfyed 
that you will apply such remedy shall seem meet. 


Sent 29 October 1765.1 


On 6 January 1766 a great number of members were present at Hall. 
A petition to Parliament was agreed upon concerning American affairs 
and a deputation was desired to carry it to London and to take care of 
the interests of the trade.? 


6 Jan 1766 HC American trade pp.5-6 


That the trade to America is of the utmost importance and from 
which this kingdom derives greater advantages than from most other 
branches of trade as it takes off larger quantitys of our staple com- 
moditys and thereby supports many thousands ot our manufacturers. 

That the said trade at this time labours under such difficultys and 
distresses that unless they are removed the colonys and this their 
mother country must in their opinion be involved in one general 
calamity, little short of utter ruin as several millions are now owing 
from the colonists which they declare themselves in the present 
scituation of affairs totally unable to pay and in which they are inter- 
ested to the amount of several hundred thousand pounds. 

That the colonists not only declare themselves unable to pay such 
their present debts, but have absolutely declined sending orders for 


1 Sent with a letter from the master on 29th Oct. 1765. In his reply, Nugent 
stated ‘that neither the Act of navigation, nor any Acts since made to 
explane it, do extend to prevent the importation of bullion into our colonys in 
foreign bottoms’ and that instructions to the customs officers had been issued 
accordingly (SMV Correspondance, 13 and 14 Nov. 1765). By a Treasury order 
of 13 Nov. ship commanders in the customs service were forbidden to intercept 
or molest foreign ships carrying bullion to the colonies (PRO T1/451, £. 83). 


2 The London merchants, led by Barlow Trecothick, took the lead on the 
issue of non-importation and, supported by Liverpool and Birmingham as 
well as Bristol, set up a national committee to take joint parliamentary 
action on the question. The terms of reference of the national committee are 
in BM Add Mss 38339 f. 166. The Society’s offer to send the heads of a petition 
to Birmingham was declined because it was judg’d absolutely necessary not 
to lose a moment in our proceedings’ (SMV Letter 1754-, letter from J. Twiggs, 
26 Dec. 1765). 
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any more goods and have countermanded others already sent so that 
the calamity will become rapid and general and thousands of our 
industrious poor will soon want employ unless a remedy be speedily 
applyd. 

That the reasons given by the colonists for their inability to pay 
your petitioners and declining to send any further orders are the 
restraints laid upon their trade by the Acts of the 4th and 5th of his 
present majesty for granting certain duties in the British American 
colonies, and for granting and applying certain stamp duties there 
and other severe regulations. which have been issued whereby their 
trade with the foreign settlements is greatly impeded. 

That they labour under an immediate and particular hardship as 
several of their ships are now in America and must remain there at 
an exceeding great expense because they cannot be legally cleared 
out during the present confusion there and should they come away 
without legal clearances they would be liable to seizure and they 
thereby suffer irreparable loss without any fraud or fault on their 
parts. 

Pray the House to take the premises into consideration and afford 
them such speedy and effectual relief as their great distress and the 
exigency of the case shall in the opinion of the House require. 


Sent January 1766.1 


On 3 March 1766 the Standing Committee resolved that a petition 
in favour of the repeal of the Stamp Act similar to that presented to the 
Commons should be sent to the Lords. This was to be forwarded to Mr 
Farr in London. 


3 March 1766 HL American trade pp.7-8 


[The petition is identical with that sent to the Commons save that 
a further paragraph was added and the prayer was altered as follows] 


That a Bill has already passed the House of Commons for repealing 


1 Presented on 17 Jan. 1766 (CJ XXX, 462). A petition from the mer- 
chants, tradesmen and manufacturers of Bristol was presented on the same 
date. There were a number of other petitions on this subject from Liverpool, 
Halifax, Leeds, Manchester, Leicester and Bradford (Wilts.) William Reeve 
gave evidence to the Parliamentary committee which undertook an investi- 
gation of the economic effects of the various laws and measures adopted in 
relation to the American colonies since 1763. Together with the other state- 
ments, his evidence is to be found in BM Add Mss 33030 ff. 149-53. It is 
reprinted in M. Jensen, American Colonial Documents to 1776 (London, 1955), 
pp. 688-690. For the reactions of Richard Champion to this situation see 
The American Correspondence of a Bristol Merchant, 1766-1776, ed. G. H. 
Guttridge (Berkeley, Calif. 1934). 
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the said Act of the fifth of his present majesty for granting and 
applying certain stamp duties in the said colonys. 
Pray that the said Bill may likewise pass this House. 


Sent 3 March 1766.1 


Ata meeting of the standing committee on 10 March 1766, when many 
other members were present, the state of the American trade was 
considered. Various alterations in the tariff were proposed, the chief 
being that foreign sugar and coffee should enter America duty free on 
security being given that these commodities would be shipped to this 
country. The master was asked to send the recommendations to William 
Pitt by express. On 15 March the question whether American sugar should 
be brought to England and stop for clearance was discussed. The com- 
mittee held that stopping was not sufficient and that the goods should 
actually be landed, otherwise the export of English refined sugar would 
be overset and a door opened to illicit trade. Not only should goods be 
landed here but ships should be compelled to stop at an English port 
on their return voyage. At the same meeting it was agreed that Domi- 
nica be made a free port but with a strict prohibition against the import 
of foreign manufactures so as to protect the home producer from injury. 
A petition to this effect was drawn up on 2 April and was discussed at a 
meeting of the Hall at which Bristol sugar makers not members of the 
Society were present. They objected to the proposal that foreign clayed 
or refined sugars should be admitted duty free and the grounds of their 
opposition were set down in the letter which was sent accompanying 
the petition.? 


4 April 1766 HC Dominica free port p.9 


That they observe that the trade of his majesty’s subjects to 
America is under consideration. 

That they beg leave to represent that the opening a port in the 
West Indies for the reception of foreign American produce under 
proper restrictions would be a means of encreasing the manufactures 
and extending the navigation and commerce of these kingdoms. 

That the island of Dominica from its scituation and other cir- 
cumstances is most convenient for the above purpose. 


1 Presented on 5 March by the Earl of Dartmouth, who also presented the 
London petition. It was read and ordered to lie on the table (LJ XXVI, 
292). There is a copy of the SMV petition in Mss. House of Lords, 5 March 
1766, 362. The Stamp Act was repealed on 18 March. 


2 The Bristol sugar bakers petitioned the Commons on 24 April 1766 (CJ 
XXX, 759). 
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Pray that the said island may be made an open port under such 
regulations as should seem meet. 

Sent April 4, 1766.1 

The master sent a letter to Nugent on 2 April stating that the trade 
of Bristol laboured under a disadvantage because of the law concerning 
the export of rum. He enclosed a memorial to the Treasury. As it was 
thought a petition to Parliament to the same effect might also be neces- 
sary, such a petition was also sent. 


4 April 1766 LC/T(M) Export of rum p.Io 

That by the present law no rum or spirits can be imported or 
exported in vessels of less burthen than 100 tuns.? 

That the trade to the port of Bristol from our colonies and planta- 
tions and from this port to the coast of Africa, the island of New- 
foundland and Ireland labours under great inconveniences by reason 
of such law as ships of less burthen are frequently employed on those 
voyages and especially to Africa and Newfoundland to which places 
smaller vessels are necessary as being often-times more advan- 
tageously sent than larger. 

That if such limitation were reduced to 70 tons as to all vessells 
coming from the colonies and plantations in America to Great 
Britain and going from Great Britain to the coast of Africa, New- 
foundland and Ireland his majesty’s revenue would not thereby be 
subject to be prejudiced by the evil practice of smugling and their 
trade would be greatly relieved. 

Pray that the above regulation of tonnage may be fix’d at 70 tons. 

Sent 4 Apr. 66. 


4 April 1766 HC Export of Rum p.It 


That by the present law no rum or spirits can be imported or 
exported in vessels of less burthen than roo tuns. 


1 Together with petitions from Lancaster and Liverpool, this petition was 
presented on 7 April and was referred to the consideration of the committee 
which also received many others on the same subject (CJ XXX, 704). There 
was a long correspondence between the Society and the Bristol M.P.s about 
the bill and a deputation from Bristol assisted Nugent, who was on the drafting 
committee, to formulate the bill and overcome the objections of the West 
India interests. Because it seemed obvious that the Rockingham adminis- 
tration would not be in power in the next session, Nugent insisted on sub- 
mitting the bill to the House at once. The amended bill was presented on 
27 May and received the royal assent on 6 June. The Act (6 Geo. III c. 39) 
also applied to Jamaica. (CJ XXX, 811; F. Armytage, The Free Port System 
in the British West Indies (London, 1953); Underdown, ‘Parliamentary 
History’. pp. 110-11). The Act expired in 1774, see below p. 124. 

2 This restriction favoured London at the expense of the outports. The 
Acts were 33 Geo. IIc. 9 and c. 28, and 5 Geo. III c. 39. 
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That the trade to the port of Bristol from our colonies and planta- 
tions and from this port to the coast of Africa, the island of New- 
foundland and Ireland labours under great inconveniences by 
reason of such law as ships of less burthen are frequently employed 
on those voyages and especially to Africa and Newfoundland to 
which places smaller vessels are necessary as being often-times more 
advantageously sent than larger. 

That if such limitation were reduced to 70 tons as to all vessells 
coming from the colonies and plantations in America to Great Britain 
and going from Great Britain to the coast of Africa, Newfoundland 
and Ireland his majesty’s revenue would not thereby be subject to 
be prejudiced by the evil practice of smugling and their trade would 
be greatly relieved. 

Pray that the above regulation of tonnage may be fix’d at 70 tons. 

Sent 4 Apr. 66.1 

On 26 May the master was directed to write to Mr Nugent to seek 
the abolition of the quarantine regulations from Leghorn, there being 
no danger of infection. On the following day the master reported the 
receipt of letters from the consul and factory at Leghorn on the question. 


Correspondence with Nugent then ensued and on 2 June a memorial was 
drawn up and sent to him ‘according to your request.’ 


2 June 1766 K/C Trade with Leghorn p14 


That the trade from the port of Leghorn to this kingdom labours 
under very great difficulties and disadvantages from the unavoidable 
delays occasioned by the performance of quarantine, which all ships 
and vessels coming from thence are liable to and the weighty expense 
falling in consequence on, the merchants. 

That they are informed that there is not the least ground to appre- 
hend any infection being brought from thence, the utmost prudence 
and precaution being taken to prevent almost even the possibility 
thereof from the wise and prudent regulations established and pur- 
sued in the port for that purpose. 

That the quarantine has been taken off from the port of Villa- 
franca for sometime past, by which means the trade thereof has 
been eased from great delays and expenses and the port by that step 
obtained a very essential advantage over that of Leghorn, which 
will tend to the drawing off a considerable part of its trade. 


1This petition was presented, together with petition from Liverpool, 
Whitehaven and Lancaster, on 7 May (CJ XXX, 803). Legislation was subse- 
quently passed on this matter (6 Geo. III c. 46). 
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Pray your majesty would give directions that the quarantine be 
taken off from ships and vessells trading from the port of Leghorn 
to this kingdom, but if that step should not be thought prudent beg 
that they may be eased of the great expense of fees which they are 
now burthened with, or that other relief may be afforded them. 

Sent June 2d 1766.1 


Another petition sent 16 June leaving out what relates to the 
quarantine being taken off from Villa-franca. 


An accompanying letter added that ‘we hope you will withdraw the 
first’. On 17 November 1766 when the Society produced further in- 
formation for his guidance the master wrote to Nugent that ‘we hope 
the prayer of our petition to the Lords of the Council [concerning 
quarantine] may be granted but if it should not we must join the mem- 
bers of London and Liverpool in applying to Parliament for this pur- 
pose.’ Nugent was able, in a letter of 24 November to report the removal 
of the restrictions. 


On 11 February a memorial to the Postmaster-General was adopted. 


Feb 1767  HMPG(M) Somerset post p.r5 


That a considerable trade is carried on between this city and the 
several towns of Glastonbury, Somerton, Langport, Ilminster, Chard 
and Axminster and that, for want of a regular post going through 
such towns, many inconveniences and delays do often happen in the 
course of trade, letters being sent by the common carriers and some- 
times lost. 

Pray that a branch be added to the post going from Bristol to 
Wells to go from Wells through the said towns of Glastonbury, 
Somerton, Langport, Ilminster, Chard, and Axminster and back 
again.” 


On 16 May a protest against the proposed additional duty on foreign 
linen was adopted.? 


1 This memorial was referred to the Board of Trade and Nugent appeared 
before the Board to state the Society’ S case on 12 June 1766 (J/CTP 1764-67, 
Pp. 290). 

2 This question was drawn to the attention of the Hall by Nugent (now 
Lord Clare) too late to enable the Society to petition Parliament. Despite 
opposition from other towns as well the bill which relieved postmasters of 
the duty of delivering letters to the houses of persons to whom they were 
addressed, was passed (7 Geo. III c. 50). 

3 A letter was sent to Lord Clare on 16 May 1767 by the merchants and tra- 
ders in foreign linens in Bristol enclosing their petition. The letter stated 
‘the Society of Merchants intend to meet on Monday for the purpose of peti- 
tioning likewise against this duty (SMV PRH).’ 
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18 May 1767 HC Foreign linens p17 


That they observe that a bill is ordered to be brought into the 
House for laying a further duty on diverse sorts of foreign linens, 
many of which are so highly taxed! that they fear that any addition 
will advance the price thereof for home consumption so as to amount 
in a degree to a prohibition. 

That great quantitys of the iron, woolen and other manufactures 
of this kingdom are taken off by the country from whence such linens 
are imported and are there admitted on easy terms so that the 
ballance of such trade is in their opinion in favour of this kingdom. 
And they are apprehensive that if a further duty be laid on the 
manufactures of those countrys it may be considered by their respec- 
tive government as a reasonable cause for laying a higher duty on 
the importation of our manufactures to the great detriment of the 
trade of this kingdom. 

Pray that such measures may be pursued as shall seem most fit 
for preventing the evil so justly feard. 

sent May 18, 1767.2 


On 4 February 1767 the standing committee considered a letter from 
some London merchants in favour of a separate government at Dominica. 
The Society agreed to send a petition in support of this question. 


20 Aug 1767 K/C Separate Government for Dominica p.20 


That the making the island of Dominica a free port has given great 
encouragement to the importation there of foreign West India 
produce, increased the trade and commerce of your Majesty’s sub- 
jects and the consumption of British manufacturers and induced 
many persons with their families and fortunes to settle here. 

That notwithstanding the above circumstances, the spirit of 
settling here is greatly depressed by the dependency of the island on 
that of Grenada for the final determination of suits at law which in 
cases of appeal is attended with such great expence, hazard and loss 
of time, as no trade can support, and will it is feared, greatly tend 
to defeat the good intentions of government in making the island a 
free port. 


1 By 11 & 12 Wm III c. 10; 7 Geo. Ic. 7; and 18 Geo. II c. 36. 


2 This petition was presented on 20 May 1767 and a condensed version is 
printed in CJ XXXI, 376. Although other towns, including Norwich, North- 
ampton, Kidderminster, Tiverton and Wakefield presented similar protests, 
the bill became law (8 Geo. III c. 58). In SMV PRH there is a list of the 


persons who signed this petition. 
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Pray that a government and legislature be established at Dominica 
independent of any other island. 
Delivered to Mr Powell Aug. 1767.1 


On 24 November it was agreed to present a petition concerning the 
high price of corn to the House of Commons, praying for measures of 
relief. The Committee was empowered to encourage importations of 
corn and to make one on the Society’s account.? 


28 Nov 1767 HC Free wmport of grain  ~£p.22 


That notwithstanding the wise and salutary laws passed the last 
sessions of Parliament for a free importation of all manner of grain, 
and prohibiting not only the exportation thereof, but restraining the 
distilling of wheat, it affords the utmost concern to your petitioners, 
that they are now under the necessity of representing to the House 
the great distress of the people, through the present high prices of 
wheat barley and malt, together with all other kind of provisions; 
and without some speedy and effectual relief they apprehend our 
commerce must inevitably decline, and our manufacturers seek an 
asylum in countrys that afford the necessarys of life at an easier rate. 

That the present alarming calamities might be remedied in some 
degree, if all provisions necessary to life were allowed to be imported 
for a limitted time, together with the free importation of grain, not 
only from Europe and America, but likewise the coast of Africa. And 
that the most effectual means to prevent in future (as far as human 
wisdom can devise) the melancholy and fatal consequences of bad 
harvests, and wet seed times, will be to reduce the present unreason- 
able bounty on the exportation of corn, and fixing it at a fair medium 
price between the grower and consumer, and all distillation of wheat 
to cease when it exceeds that bounty price, and which at the same 
time will check the avaritious views and practices of ingrossers and 


1 This petition was referred to the Board of Trade (APC (Col), V, 5). It 
was considered at meetings of the Board on 16 Oct. and 17 Dec. (JCTP, 
1764-67, Pp. 421-2, 425, 440). The Society later supported the proposals 
for changes in the internal government of Jamaica (SMV B/P 18 June 1768). 
The Act of 1758 proposing this had been vetoed by the Privy Council but 
it was finally approved in 1768 (Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 111). 


2 Though the Society (unlike the Corporation) did not petition on the 
question of food shortage during the winter of 1766—67, it decided on 11 Feb. 
1767 to purchase a cargo of wheat. On 4 May the Hall was told that the cargo 
had been obtained and sold. The Society bought a further cargo which arrived 
in May 1768. This proved difficult to sell probably because it arrived so late 
in the year. (SMV PRH 1770-80). Grain was also brought from America 
(see Savadge, ‘The west country’, pp. 327-8). 


IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY III 


monopolizers, ever prejudicial to the fair trader and industrious poor. 
Pray such relief as shall seem meet. 
Sent November 28th, 1767.1 


On 28 April 1768 a plan for enlarging Asiatic commerce by abolishing 
monopoly was laid before the Hall and referred to the standing commit- 
tee. Two months later, on 30 June letters were written to the mayors 
of Hull and Glasgow and the merchants of Liverpool stating the Society 
was willing to join with them on this issue. But in the letter to the 
Liverpool merchants it was stated that ‘at present the Society think it 
must rest with the ministry to judge of the national advantage or dis- 
advantage of such a measure.? Later in the year the Hall returned to 
the question of the high price of provisions and on 22 November agreed, 
on the suggestion of Lord Clare, to send a petition to the Conimons for a 
continuation of the law prohibiting exports of corn and permitting 
imports from Ireland and America. 


24 Nov 1768 HC Corn wmport CJ] XXXII, 67-8 


A petition of the master, wardens, and commonalty of the Society 
of Merchant Venturers of the city of Bristol, under their common 
seal, was presented to the House, and read; Complaining of a scarcity 
of corn; and praying, that the law for preventing the exportation of 
grain out of this kingdom may be continued for another year, and 
that a free importation from Ireland and America be permitted | 
during the same time; or that such relief may be afforded as shall 
seem meet. 

Ordered, that the said petition do lie upon the table.® 


On 8 February 1769 a memorial to the Treasury was adopted praying 
for alterations in the post to Wolverhampton which governed that to 
Liverpool, Ireland and Scotland and also in the post to Bath and Fal- 
mouth.4 A week later it was reported that a Bill was to be presented 


1 Presented on 1 Dec. (CJ XXXI, 438). The Corporation of Bristol, South- 
wark and Cirencester were among others who petitioned. Lord Clare, who was 
on the drafting committee, made a donation towards the purchase of a cargo 
of wheat for Bristol (Latimer, Annals, p. 380). 


2 On 16 Dec. 1768 Matthew Brickdale M.P. for Bristol reported that petitions 
from other towns on this question had been rejected by the House and that 
the Liverpool petition had only been pushed through ‘a thin House early in 
the day’. ‘If you thought of offering any petition on the matter, you might 
save yourself the trouble.’ (See CJ XXXII, 67, 102). 

3 The Society furnished the Bristol M.P.s. with information about prices and 
at their request drew up this petition on 22 Nov. 1768. A bill prohibiting 
the export of grain was passed on 25 Nov. 1768 (9 Geo. III c. 1) but the 
proposal that free imports from America and Ireland be permitted was not 
accepted (CJ XXXIT, 67). 

4 Earlier Lord Clare had told the Society that their request for a daily post 
to Bath was impracticable (13 Jan. 1769). 
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before Parliament for the remission of corn duty on ships delayed by 
bad weather. Two Bristol vessels, one owned by Messrs Glover & Bill 
and the other by Weare & Watson were involved. On Lord Clare’s 
advice, a petition was prepared and sent in support. The petition was 
not presented as the owners sought and obtained permission to export 
the corn to France instead of landing it in England. The Society’s views 
on the reaction to the Wilkes case and the disputed Middlesex election 
is contained in the following address.? 


tz March 1769 Loyal address p.jL 


We, your majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the masters, 
wardens, and commonalty of the Society of Merchant Venturers of 
the City of Bristol, deeply impressed with a due sense of your 
majesty’s regard for the welfare of your people, beg leave to present 
your majesty with our sincere professions of a most zealous and 
inviolable attachment to your royal person, family and government 
and at the same time to declare our entire disapprobation of all 
attempts to spread a spirit of riot and licentiousness through the 
Kingdom, as tending to obstruct obedience to the laws and to weaken 
that regard for lawful authority, which is so necessary to its peace 
and security. 

We acknowledge, with the utmost gratitude, the many blessings 
we enjoy under your majesty’s mild and auspicious government, 
which justly characterize your majesty, the father of your people, 
the guardian of their liberties and the protector of commerce. And 
we beg leave on our parts to make a tender to your majesty of the 
strongest assurances of our unfeigned loyalty, duty and respect of 
our veneration for the laws and of our ardent wishes and endeavours 
for the maintenance of order and a due subordination to lawful 


authority. 


Sent March 11, 1769 


At Brickdale’s suggestion a petition was adopted on 24 April 1769 
concerning the bounty on the import of silk from America. 


1 The petition was presented on 18 April (CJ XXXII, 418) but was later 
withdrawn. On the motion of Brickdale, clauses giving authority for the 
cargoes to be re-exported duty free were added to another bill, then being 
considered in the House, which passed without opposition (8 & 9 Geo. III c. 
37, regarding abuses in brick manufacture). The cargoes were then sold 
to the mayor of Nantes to alleviate the shortage there (Underdown, ‘Parlia- 
mentary History’, p. 144). 

2 The Corporation of Bristol also sent a petition. For the petitions of 1769, 
see George Rudé, Wilkes and Liberty (Oxford, 1962), pp. 105-134. 
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24 April 1769 HC London monopoly of silk trade p.32 


That they observe that a Bill is depending for allowing a bounty 
for a certain numbers of years on raw silk imported from America 
into the port of London. — 

That the trade from the port of Bristol to America is very con- 
siderable and some returns from thence have already been made to 
the said port in raw silk. 

That if the Bill should pass into a law in its present shape, it 
would give an exclusive priviledge to the port of London, highly 
prejudicial to the port of Bristol and the other outports, who hope 
they stand equally intitled to all the benefits arising from so well 
applied a bounty. 

Pray that the bounty may be allowed in importation generally or 
that they may have such other relief as shall seem meet. 


Sent April 24th 1769.1 


[14 Nov 1770] Trinity House (M) Carmarthen Bay p33 


That they are informed an application has been made to your 
worships by the several owners and masters of ships and others 
residing in or belonging or resorting to the port of Carmarthen in 
South Wales, requesting that proper buoys may be fixed on the bar 
of Carmarthen, with landmarks for the direction of ships going in or 
out of the port and that a chart of the bay of Carmarthen, with the 
soundings, proper bearings and distances from the two headlands 
of the said bay to such buoys, may be prepared and published under 
your worships’ direction, that they believe that if such buoys were 
fixed and such chart published be a means of preserving many ships 
from accidents and shipwreck. 


That they are willing to pay such rates for their ships passing into 
and out of the said port of Carmarthen as shall be judged reasonable 
and proper for defraying and supporting the expence, such buoys 
and charts. 

Pray that such buoys may be fixed and chart published.? 


1 The petition was apparently not presented but Brickdale, together with 
Laroche, approached the Treasury. Brickdale reported that he believed 
concessions would be granted in the following session but the matter was not 
pursued (Brickdale to SMV, 25 and 26 April 1769). London retained her 
privileged position by 9 Geo. III c. 38. 


2 A copy of the petition of the mayor of Carmarthen of 25 June 1770 to 
Trinity House isin SMV PRH. 
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On 6 November 1770, it was reported that the new quay walls were 
finished and it was agreed to make an application to have the new quays 
made lawful quays. 


r2 Dec 1770 ~=LC/T Lawful quays PP .34-5 


That by the encrease of the trade of this port the keys and wharfs 
thereof, at this time appointed for the lading and unlading goods and 
merchandize have been for several years past found too small and 
much crowded, to the great inconvenience of the merchants and 
traders. 

That by the taking down the old bridge and some houses which 
stood on the bank of the river at the time the keys were last meeted 
and appointed, some of the meets and bounds thereof are removed. 

That the trade from America and other places bringing to this 
port considerable quantitys of naval stores and lumber, the said keys 
and wharfs are frequently incumber’d thereby, and great quantitys 
of pitch, tar and turpentine lye out of necessity on such keyes and 
wharfs, sometimes for a considerable time; by means whereof, in 
case of fire, not only the ships in the harbour but the houses of the 
inhabitants, to an immense value, would be in the utmost danger. 

That they have at the expence of several thousand pounds lately 
enlarged such keys and wharfs, and have also purchased a large 
piece of ground situate in the parish of Clifton in the county of 
Gloucester near to the city and to the bank of the River Avon within 
this port, which they are now rendering convenient for receiving 
such naval stores and lumber, and in which if the same were de- 
posited the ships in the harbour and the houses adjoining to the keys 
and wharfs be relieved from the danger they are now frequently in. 

Pray that his majesty’s commission may be issued, directed to 
such commissioners as to your Lordships shall seem meet, enabling 
them to view search and see such keys and wharfs, and to allot and 
appoint proper and convenient keys and wharfs for the trade of this 
port, and for landing and more safely depositing, naval stores and 
lumber. 


Sent by express to members Dec. 13, 1770. 


1 Since the commission of 1724 (see above pp. 14-21), the accommodation in 
Bristol harbour had been further extended, as set out below (pp. 120-1). 
To enable these extensions to be used for trade, they had to be certified as 
‘legal quays’ for customs purposes. 
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Commission for Setting out Further Lawful Keys [1771] .37-45 


George the Third, by the Grace of God, of Great Britain, France 
and Ireland King, Defender of the Faith and so forth, to our trusty 
and well beloved the honourable Henry Fane, our customer inwards 
in our port of Bristol in the County of Somerset and his deputy and 
to the customer inwards of our Port and his deputy for the time 
being and to Richard Hammond, Esquire, our customer outwards 
of our port and his deputy and to the customer outwards of our 
port and his deputy for the time being and to Daniel Hawson, 
Esquire, collector of our Customs in our port and to Walter Bowman, 
Esquire, our comptroller of our Customs in our port and his deputy 
and to John Hopper, John Thurston, Samuel Bury, and Robert 
Houlton, land surveyors of our Customs in our port and to Richard 
Clutterbuck, patent searcher, and Robert Collins, deputy patent 
searcher, and John Dyer and William Raister, deputed searchers of 
our Customs in our port and to the worshipfull the mayor, aldermen, 
sheriffs, recorder and town clerk of our city of Bristol in the county 
of Somerset now and for the time being and to the right honourable 
Lord Viscount Craggs Clare, Matthew Brickdale, Edward Whatley, 
Thomas Harris, James Laroche, William Miles, John Merlot, John 
Bull, Alexander Edgar, John Crofts and Rowles Scudamore, Esquires 

Greeting 

Whereas in and by an Act of Parliament made in the fourteenth 
year of the reign of King Charles the Second, intitled an act for pre- 
venting frauds and regulating abuses in his majesty’s Customs it is 
(amongst other things) recited, that whereas in and by an act of 
Parliament made in the first year of Queen Elizabeth of famous 
memory, directing when and where merchandize shall be landed and 
customs paid. It is amongst other things enacted and ordained that 
no goods, wares or merchandizes shall be shipt or loaden on board 
any ship or vessel or landed or discharged out of or from any ship 
or vessel but in or upon some such open place, key, or wharf, places, 
keys, or wharfs (except the port of Hull) as her highness, her heirs 
and successors should therefore assign and appoint by virtue of her 
highness as commission or commissions within the port of London 
and in all other ports, creeks, havens or roads, as in and by the act 
doth and may at large appear; and whereas, notwithstanding the 
aforesaid act, there are some ports, creeks and places where custo- 
mers, collectors, comptrollers and searchers and their servants had 
then time out of mind been resident, to which no such commissions 
were sent nor places, keys or wharfs appointed, as by the Act directed, 
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and whereas also since that time by reason of the alteration of rivers, 
streams, channels and sands, some places then appointed are become 
unfit and useless and other places much more convenient and com- 
modious as well for traffick and commerce as for landing and dis- 
charging, lading and shipping of goods wares and merchandizes. 
And whereas by the Act made in the fourteenth year of the reign of 
his last Majesty King Charles the second, it is (amongst other things) 
enacted and ordained that we may, from time to time, by our com- 
mission or commissions out of our court of exchequeur, assign and 
appoint all such further places, ports, members and creeks (except 
the town of Hull) as shall be lawfull for the landing and discharging, 
lading and shipping of any goods wares or merchandize within our 
Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales or Port or town of Berwick 
upon Tweed and to what antient and head ports respectively such 
places, members and creeks shall belong or appertain and where any 
such member, creek or place shall be so (as aforesaid) appointed by 
virtue of the said commission or commissions, the customer, col- 
lector, comptroller and searcher of the head port shall by themselves 
or their sufficient deputy or deputies, servant or servants reside or 
inhabit for the entring, clearing and passing shipping and discharging 
of ships, goods and merchandize and that we may likewise, by virtue 
of the aforesaid commission or commissions set down, appoint and 
settle the extents, bounds and limitts of every port, haven or creek 
within our Kingdom of England, Dominion of Wales and town and 
port of Berwick, whereby the extents, bounds, limits and privileges 
of every port, haven or creek may be ascertained and known and 
that it shall not be lawfull for any person or persons whatsoever to 
lade or put or cause to be laden or put off from any key, wharf or 
other place on the land into any ship, vessel, lighter, boat or bottom 
any goods, wares or merchandize whatsoever (fish taken by our sub- 
jects, sea coal, stone and bestials only excepted) to be transported 
into any place of the parts beyond the seas or carried by land into 
our realm of Scotland or to take up discharge or lay on land or cause 
or procure to be taken up, discharged or laid on land out of any 
boat, lighter, ship, vessel or bottom (being not in leak or wreck) any 
goods, wares or merchandize whatsoever (fish taken by our sub- 
jects, bestials and salt only excepted) to be brought from any parts 
beyond the seas or by land from the realm of Scotland by way of 
merchandize but only upon such open place, key or wharf, places, 
keys or wharfs as we shall, from time to time, assign and appoint by 
virtue of such commission and commissions as aforesaid in our port 
of London and the members and liberties thereof and in any other 
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port, place, member or creek within our Kingdom of England, 
Dominion of Wales and town and port of Berwick upon Tweed, with- 
out special sufferance and leave first had and obtained from the com- 
missioners and officers of our customs upon the penalty of the for- 
feiture of all such goods, wares and merchandizes, as by the said act 
relation being thereunto had, it doth and may amongst other things 
therein contained more fully appear. And whereas it hath been 
represented unto us by the master, wardens and commonalty of the 
Society of Merchants Venturers of the city of Bristol under their 
common seal, that by the increase of the trade of the port of Bristol, 
the present legall; keys and wharfs, appointed for the lading and un- 
lading goods and merchandizes have for several years past been 
found too small and much crowded for that purpose to the great 
inconvenience of the merchants and traders; that by the taking 
down the old bridge and some houses which stood on the bank of 
the river at the time the present keys and wharfs were last meeted 
and appointed, some of the meets and bounds thereof are removed, 
that the keys and wharfs are frequently incumbered by the very 
considerable quantities of naval stores and lumber, which are fre- 
quently brought from America and other places to the port of 
Bristol and that great quantities of pitch, tar and turpentine, some- 
times from necessity, lie for a considerable time upon the keys and 
wharfs, by which means in case of fire not only the ships in the har- 
bour but the houses of the inhabitants to an immense value would 
be in the utmost danger; that the master, wardens and commonalty 
of the Society of Merchants Venturers of the city of Bristol have, at 
a very considerable expence, lately enlarged the keys and wharfs and 
therefore praying that our commission may issue to such persons as 
it shall seem meet to us to view, search and examine the present keys 
and wharfs within the port of Bristol and to set out and appoint such 
places as are the most convenient to be lawfull keys and wharfs for 
the landing and shipping of goods within the port of Bristol; and 
whereas the commissioners of our customs have likewise represented 
to us that they have caused inquiry to be made into the premises 
and have no objection to the setting out and making out the new 
keys lately built within the city of Bristol legal keys, as proposed 
in common with the old ones adjoining, provided the Crown be at 
no charge on the occasion; know ye therefore that we being very confi- 
dent of your fidelity, industry and provident circumspection have 
assigned you to be our commissioners and to you the aforesaid 
Henry Fane, our Customer Inwards in our port of Bristol, and your 
deputy and to the Customer Inwards of our port of Bristol and his 
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deputy for the time being and to Richard Hammond, Esquire, our 
Customer Outwards and his deputy and the customer Outwards of 
our port and his deputy for the time being and to the said Daniel 
Hawson, collector of our Customs in our port and to the aforesaid 
Walter Bowman, our comptroller of our Customs in our port and his 
deputy and to the aforesaid John Hopper, John Thurston, Samuel 
Berry and Robert Houlton, land surveyors of our customs in our 
port, and to the aforesaid Richard Clutterbuck, Robert Collins, 
John Dyer and William Raister, and to the mayor, aldermen, 
sheriffs, recorder and town clerk of our city of Bristol, now and for 
the time being, and to the right honourable Lord Viscount Craggs 
Clare, Matthew Brickdale, Edward Whatley, Thomas Harris, James 
Laroche, William Miles, John Merlot, John Bull, Alexander Edgar, 
John Crofts and Rowles Scudamore, esquire or any four or more of 
you (whereof Daniel Harson our collector in our port or the collector 
of customs in our port for the time being to be one)! we give full 
power and authority by these presents to repair to our port of 
Bristol and to search, find and survey the harbours, creeks, streams, 
rivers, bays, channels and open places there and thereabouts and to 
assign and appoint such further open places, keys or wharfs within 
the said city of Bristol as to you shall seem most fit and convenient 
for our service and most beneficial for trade and commerce to be 
open places, keys or wharfs for the landing or discharging, lading or 
shipping of any goods, wares or merchandizes within our port of 
Bristol and to set down, appoint and settle the extents, bounds and 
limits of such open places, keys and wharfs by sufficient meets, 
limits and bounds; and therefore we command you, that you or any 
four or more of you* in the port of Bristol according as you are by 
these presents thereunto distinctly and severally nominated ap- 
pointed and authorized do diligently attend to do and execute the 
premises in manner and form aforesaid with effect so that when you 
or any four or more of you* have executed this our commission and 
have assigned, appointed, settled, nominated and set forth such 
further open places, keys or wharfs by sufficient bounds, meets, 
limits or other description as to you or any four or more of you shall 
seem convenient and fitting for our service and interest that then you 
or any four or more of you,* by whom this our commission shall be 
executed, do certify your whole proceedings in the premises to the 
barons of our exchequer at Westminster as soon as may be or at 
the furthest before the nineteenth day of June next ensuing the date 


1 The clause in brackets is repeated on each of the subsequent occasions 
indicated with a * but is omitted here. 
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hereof under your hands and seals or under the hands and seals of 
any four or more of you by whom this our commission shall be 
executed,* together with this our commission and the certificates 
so by you to be made touching the premises, to the end the same 
may be enrolled in the office of our remembrancer of our exchequer 
and that right may thereupon be done according to the several acts 
of parliament in that behalf made and according to the laws and 
customs of our realm, provided nevertheless that the expences of 
seeing out and executing this our commission shall be born and paid 
by the Society of Merchants applying for the same and that the 
officers of our customs and all other our officers and servants shall 
have, from time to time, free liberty to ship and lade and to unship 
and unlade and lay upon land at and upon such ground as shall be 
set out by virtue of these presents any goods, wares or merchandizes 
belonging to the Crown, free and without paying any wharfage or 
other charge whatsoever, witness Sir Thomas Parker Knight the 
fourteenth day of May in the eleventh year of our reign by warrant 
from. the Lords Commissioners of our Treasury and by the baron 
Masham 


The return the execution of this commission appears in a certain 
schedule hereunto annexed: 


F. Hammond, Deputy Customer Thomas Deane, Mayor 


inwards 
John Smith, Deputy Customer Henry Dampier, Aldermen 
outwards 
Daniel Harson, Collector Thomas Harris 
Nathaniel Stephens, Deputy Comp- James Laroche 
troller 
John Hopper John Merlot 
John Thurston 
Land surveyors John Bull 
Serie Poy Jobn Crofts 
Robert Houlton 


Richard Clutterbuck, Port searcher 

Robert Collings, Deputy port searcher 

John Dyer, Searcher 

W. Raister, Searcher 

Examined with the original Samuel Worrall 


The schedule annexed to the commission being the return: 


Bristol—We whose names are hereunto subscribed, being nineteen 
of the commissioners in the commission hereunto annexed, named 
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for doing and executing the several matters and things in the com- 
mission contained, do hereby certify to the honourable the barons 
of his majesty’s court of exchequer at Westminster that, by virtue 
of and in execution of the commission, we did on the eleventh day 
of June instant and at several times before and since and before 
the return of the commission personally repair to the port of Bristol, 
for the purposes in the commission mentioned and by virtue and in 
pursuance of the commission we have assigned and appointed and 
by these presents do assign and appoint the several open places 
herein after mentioned within the city of Bristol to be further law- 
full places, keys and wharfs respectively, for the landing and dis- 
charging, loading and shipping of goods, wares and merchandizes 
within the port of Bristol which several places, keys and wharfs are 
meeted, limited and bounded as followeth (that is to say) all that 
open place situate in the parish of St. Nicholas in the city of Bristol 
adjoining to the abuttment wall of Bristol Bridge, newly built there 
and ranging from thence southwestwards fifty seven feet along the 
face of the wall of the River Avon to a place opposite to which lately 
stood a conduit called St. Nicholas pipe, at which place the present 
lawfull key commences and ranges 560 feet along the wall of the 
river Avon; and about all that other open place in the parish of St. 
Nicholas in the city of Bristol, commencing where the last mentioned 
admeasurement of five hundred and sixty feet ends and ranging 
from thence southwestward sixty feet along the face of the wall of 
the river Avon to the extream part of the scite of a house wherein 
John Glyddell victualler formerly dwelt and from whence another 
part of the present lawfull keys takes its commencement, which 
three places now lying open and undivided the first and last whereof 
are now intended to be appointed as further lawful keys do contain 
in the whole along the face of the key wall 677 feet and also all that 
other open place in the parish of St. Nicholas in the city of Bristol, 
taking its commencement at the distance of 310 feet from the south- 
westward side of the scite of the house wherein John Glyddell vic- 
tualler formerly dwelt which space of 310 feet is at present lawfull 
key and ranging from thence along the face of the wall of the river 
Avon southwestward to a round quoin 631 feet, exclusive of and 
over and above a passing slip, commonly called Redcliff Back 
Passage, of the breadth of twenty-five feet and also all that other 
open place situate in the parishes of St Nicholas and St Stephen and 
ranging from the above mentioned quoin westward along the face 
of the wall of the river Avon to the east corner of a dock commonly 
called the Mud Dock, where the present lawfull key again com- 
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mences, containing in length 1086 feet exclusive of and over and 
above a passing slip, commonly call Trin Mill Passage, of the breadth 
of eighteen feet and also all that other open place on the northwest- 
ward side of the river Froom in the parish of St Augustine in the 
city of Bristol, adjoining the abuttment of a stone bridge newly built 
there and ranging from thence southwestward to the place where the 
present lawfull key commences opposite to the south side of the 
scite of a house wherein one [ ] Sculk dwelt and now lately 
pulled down seventy five feet and also all that other open place, com- 
mencing from the southwestward end of the present lawful key 
there, which is of the length of 156 feet and ranging thence south- 
westward along the river 146 feet, which first and last mentioned 
spaces on the northwestward side of the river Froom are to be free 
only for the landing and shipping of goods brought and intended to 
be carried coastways, which places, keys or wharfs so by us assigned 
and appointed and named as above mentioned are, in our judgments 
and discretions, most convenient and fit for the uses and services, 
intents and purposes in the commission mentioned, and we do by 
these presents set down and settle the extents, bounds and limits of 
the places, keys and wharfs within the city to be as foresaid. In 
witness whereof we have hereunto subscribed and set our hands and 
seals this thirteenth day of June in the 11th year of the reign of our 
sovereign Lord George the third by the grace of God of Great Britain, 
France and Ireland King, Defender of the Faith and so forth and in 
the year of our Lord 1771.1 


F. Hammond, Deputy Customer Thomas Deane, Mayor 


inwards 

John Smith, Deputy Customer Henry Dampier, Alderman 
outwards 

Daniel Harson, Collector Thomas Harris 

Nathaniel Stephens, Deputy Comp- James Laroche 
troller 

eit John Merlott 

; Land Surveyors John Bull 
Samuel Berry John Crofts 


Robert Houlton 


1In 1775 a further extension took place when Champion’s Dock (or Mer- 
chants’ Dock) at Rownham, which had been purchased by the Society in 
1770, was declared ‘to be a lawful key for the landing of all sorts and kinds 
of timber including mahogany, planks and boards, deals and staves, tar, 
pitch, rosin, and turpentine’ and this clause was embodied in the Act of 
1776 (16 Geo. III c. 3). See W. E. Minchinton, The Port of Bristol in the 
Eighteenth Century (Bristol, 1962), pp. 10-11. 
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Richard Clutterbuck, Port searcher 
Robert Collings, Deputy Port searcher 
John Dyer, Searcher 

W. Raister, Searcher 

Examined Samuel Worrall 


16 Jan 1773 HC Security for loans in West Indies pp.50-I 


That they observe an order for the House to resolve itself into a 
Committee of the whole House to consider of the propriety of en- 
couraging the subjects of Foreign States to lend money upon estates 
in his majesty’s colonies in the West Indies. 

That many owners of estates in such colonies, particularly in the 
ceded islands, are in great want of money to compleat and carry on 
the cultivation and improvement of such estates and from a variety 
of causes cannot be sufficiently supplyed by his majesty’s subjects, 
by reason whereof the adventurers are in great damages of loosing 
great sums of money, which will tend not only to the injury of the 
present lenders but to the ruin of the adventurers and most probably 
of the islands themselves, the success whereof depends upon a supply 
of money. | 

That from the want of a sufficient number of real securitys among 
the subjects of foreign states, adequate to the sums which such sub- 
jects have to lend, the rate of interest for money on such securitys 
amongst them is much lower than in England and the adventurers 
in the ceded islands as well as in the other colonies might be easily 
and amply supplyd, if they were enabled by law to make a real 
security of such their estates to foreigners. 

That they apprehend the Danish island of Santa Croix is a striking 
example not only of the fitness but of the efficacy of such a 
measure. 

Pray that leave may be given to bring in a Bill to encourage the 
subjects of Foreign States to lend money upon the security of 
estates in his majesty’s colonies in the West Indies and to render the 
securitys made to such aliens effectual for recovering payment of 
the money so to be lent. 


Sent January 16, 1773.1 


1 Presented on 20 Jan. 1773 (CJ XXXIV, 55). The West India planters and 
merchants also petitioned in support and an Act to encourage the subjects 
of foreign states to lend money (13 Geo. III c. 14) was given the royal assent 
on 16 March (CJ XXXIV, 198). 
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On 23 February 1773 it was agreed to send a petition against Mr 
Quincy’s proposal to make steel in America.1 The arguments in support 
and proofs if necessary were to be provided by the traders of the city 
in the manufacture. 


23 Feb 1773, HC American steel manufacture p.5I 


That they observe that a petition of Edmund Quincy has been 
presented to the House praying leave to bring in a Bill to enable him 
and all claiming under him to make steel in America either with 
tilt hammers or otherwise and to import the same into Great Britain 
in like manner as iron from America now may be imported. 

That many thousands of industrious poor of this kingdom are 
now employed in the making of steel who would be deprived of the 
means to which they have been bred up of getting their subsistence 
should encouragement be given to the carrying on that manu- 
factury in America for which amongst other reasons the wisdom of 
Parliament laid the present restraint on the use of a tilt hammer 
there when they passed the present law allowing the importation of 
iron from thence duty free. 

That the aforesaid reason operates more powerfully at this time 
than it did when the above mentioned law was passed, as provisions 
of all kinds are raised to such a price that the aforesaid manufacturers 
with their utmost industry can scarcely provide a sufficiency for 
themselves and their familys. 

Pray that the said Bill may not be received or passed into a law. 


Sent February 23, 1773. 


A letter of 2 March noted that the petition had not been presented as, 
in the face of opposition, Quincy’s application had been withdrawn.? 


In a letter of 5 June the master wrote to Matthew Brickdale that ‘a 
petition concerning the importation of rum will be delivered to you by 
Mr Powell, a member of this Society and a considerable importer of rum, 
who will more fully explain the grievance if it appear necessary.’ 


1 For this proposal, which contravened the Act of 1750 (see above, p. 76), 
see CJ XXXIV, 93. The Bristol iron masters also opposed the scheme (CJ 
XXXIV, 147). The SMV petition was sent to Brickdale. See Bining, Colonial 
Ivon Industry, p. 92. 


2See CJ XXXIV, 149. Brickdale commented that Quincy’s plan ‘was too 
wild not to meet in the first instance with the oposition it did’ (SMV Letters 
17547). 

II 
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5 June 1773, L/T(M) Rum p-54 

That they are put under considerable hardship by certain orders 
which have lately issued relative to the importation and exportation 
of rum. | 

That, by one of such orders, they are prevented from filling up 
the casks when landed on the quay, whereby they are not only 
liable to a greater loss from leakage, an ullage cask always wasting 
more than a full one, but are impeded in their business on exporta- 
tion for want of the casks containing the quantity of one hundred 
gallons required by law on exportation. 

That by another of such orders they are prevented from having 
their bonds delivered up to be cancelled on exportation of the rum 
for Ireland, notwithstanding the same is really exported and certi- 
ficates for the full quantity according to law returned for the same. 

That by the other of such orders they are subjected to the pay- 
ment of the duty for that quantity of liquor which unavoidably 
wastes from leakage, although the rum is under the King’s locks 
from the time of import to export and consequently not in the power 
of the merchant to add to or diminish. 

All which grievances manifestly tend to the diminution of the 
importation of rum which is a very material consideration to the 
[ _] as of navigation and of his majesty’s revenue. 


On 31 January 1774 Lowbridge Bright wrote to the master urging 
that the Society. supported the continuance of the Jamaica free port Act 
as it had been of benefit to British manufactures. Letters were also 
received from Liverpool and Lancaster urging the Society to support 
the measure. On 12 February it was agreed to send a petition in favour 


to Lord Clare.’ 


r2 Feb 1774. HC Jamaica free port p.56 


That, by an Act passed in the 6th year of the reign of his present 
majesty’s reign, certain ports in the islands of Jamaica and Dominica 
were opened for a limitted time for the more free importation and 
exportation of certain goods merchandizes and for other purposes 


in the said actment. 


1 During the previous year, Brickdale had suggested, in a letter of 2 March 
1773, that the Society sent a memorial to the Treasury for the renewal of the 
free port Acts which were due to expire that year. When the matter came 
before Parliament in May 1773 the Act was renewed with respect to Dominica 
until 1780 but with respect to Jamaica only until the following year (13 Geo. 
III c. 33; Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 149). The letter was sent 
by express and an accompanying letter enlarged on the reasoning the petition 
contained. These letters (and copies of the Liverpool and Liverpool petitions) 
are in SMV PRH. : 
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That the Act was found to be beneficial to the trade and commerce 
of this kingdom in the most extensive manner, by promoting the 
export of its manufactures and the import of raw materials parti- 
cularly cotton, indigo and dye woods in great plenty and on better 
terms: and by benefitting the landed interest of this kingdom in a 
manner beyond most other branches of commerce. 

That, by an Act passed in the 18th year of his said majesty’s reign, 
the limitted time was extended as to Dominica until the rst Novem- 
ber 1774 and from thence to the end of the then next session of 
Parliament. 

That the extension of the said Act to the island of Jamaica is of 
very great national import as it opens a trade on the Spanish Main 
which takes off not only great quantitys of negroes and those of a 
quality which the Jamaica planters do not choose to purchase but 
also great quantitys of British manufactorys so that it opens to the 
manufacturer one considerable market and greatly improves another. 

That the two inconveniences alledged by its opponents to attend 
it are very insignificant compared with the foregoing advantages 
and that one of them cannot arise but from a neglect of duty in the 
revenue officers in Jamaica. 

Pray that the said Act of the 6th of his present Majesty may be 
extended as to Jamaica to the same period as to Dominica. 

Feb. 12th 1774 sent by express. 


On 12 February 1774 it was agreed to send a petition to the Post- 
master-General asking that Bristol letters arriving at Falmouth might 
be sent there direct.2 On 26 February the Society ‘being of the opinion 
that it will be advantageous to have as many free ports as possible’ 
agreed to send petitions in favour of the proposals for Barbadoes and 
Antigua. 


26 Feb 1774 HC Antigua free port p.57 


That they observe that a petition of the Council and Assembly of 
the island of Antigua has been presented to the House, praying for 


1 Lord Clare had presented the Society’s case in the Commons and Brickdale 
assisted in drafting the bill which passed the Commons without opposition 
(CJ XXXIV, 486) and became law as 14 Geo. IIT c. 41. 


2 This petition was drawn up as the result of a letter from a group of Bristol 
American and West Indian merchants to the master on 8 Nov. 1773. The 
signatories were Thomas Pennington, John Peach, Robert Gordon, Philip 
Protheroe, John Ledder, M. Ceely, Samuel Delpratt, Pierce & Brown, Samuel 
Peach, William Miles, Andrew Pope, Edward Nieufville, William Reeve Son 
& Hill, Cruger & Mallard, S. Munckley, Perry & Hayes, Richard Farr & Sons, 
John Noble, Lowbridge Bright (SMV PRH). 
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sundry reasons therein stated that a Bill may pass for making the 
ports of Saint John and Parham in that island free ports. 

That they are fully convinced that the island has suffered greatly 
by the means in the petition stated and that it is now in a declining 
state and in want of assistance to restore it to its former good condi- 
tion. And they being thoroughly sensible from experience of the 
great utility which results to the public in general from free ports. 

Pray that a Bill may pass for making St. John and Parham in the 
island of Antigua free ports. 

Sent Feb. 26th, 1774.1 


26 Feb 1774 HC Barbadoes free port p.58 


That they observe that a petition of George Walker, Esq., agent 
for the island and colony of Barbadoes for and in the behalf of the 
said island and colony, has been presented to the House praying for 
liberty for foreign vessels to enter their ports with any goods and 
commodities of the growth and produce of any colony and planta- 
tion in America not under the dominion of his majesty (certain 
articles excepted) and to take on board negroes and all commodities 
legally imported from Great Britain, Ireland and the British colonies 
in America, except such articles as Parliament shall think proper 
to exclude, and setting forth sundry reasons to induce Parliament 
to grant their request. 

That they have examined into and find that such reasons are 
grounded in truth and are well convinced that the opening of the 
ports of the islands in the West Indies will be a considerable advant- 
age, not only to the manufactures of this kingdom, which have of 
late received a considerable check in a variety of branches, but to the 
national trade and commerce. 

Pray that the port of the island of Barbadoes may be opened 
agreeable to the prayer of the petition of the said George Walker 
under such regulations as shall seem meet.? 


On 23 February 1774 the master stated that he had been informed by 
Mr Tyndall and other bankers of the plan for a monopoly. The standing 
committee agreed on the great utility of country banks and asked Lord 


1 This petition was presented on 28 Feb. (CJ, XXXIV, 515) but no legisla- 
tion resulted and an extension of the free port system to Antigua did not take 
place until the passage of the Consolidated Free Port Act (45 Geo. IIT c. 57). 
See Armytage, The Free Port System, p. 141. 

2 This petition was also presented on 28 Feb. (CJ XXXIV, 515) without 
effect. Barbados became a free port by the Act of 1817 (57 Geo. III c. 74). 
See Armytage, Free Port System, p. 130. 
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Clare to oppose the Bill. On 4 May the Society, ‘considering the Bill 
relative to bankers partial and unjust,’ agreed to a petition which was 
sent to the Bristol M.P.s by express. For further animadversions on the 
Bill they were referred to the committee of bankers in Bristol. 


4 May 1774 HC Banking Bill ~.59 


That trade and commerce are the scource of the health and 
graundeur of this kingdom, and that those by whom that trade and 
commerce is supported and carried on, are entitled to every advant- 
age which a British legislature can give them. 

That it is the inherent birthright of every subject of this realm to 
employ his time and his fortune in such, and so many loyal branches 
of business as to him shall seem fit. 

That every restraint which may be laid upon any person exercising 
a legal branch of trade is injurious to the essential interest of this 
kingdom, as tending to create a monopoly, which is the bane of a 
trading people. 

That the trade of a banker has for time immemorial been a kind of 
compound trade, and exercised by persons carrying on other branches 
of business. 

That they have perused a Bill brought into this House entitled 
“‘A Bill for making the Estates of such persons as are Bankers only 
within the Citys of London and Westminster, and within a certain 
distance thereof liable to the payment of their own and partnership 
debts, and for preventing certain bankers from dealing in goods, 
wares and merchandize, and for regulating the manner of issuing 
bankers promisory notes; and for inflicting further punishment on 
clerks to bankers who shall embezzle money or effects.” 

That the said Bill is partial to a very great degree being calculated 
to favor and serve a particular set of men who call themselves 
bankers only, and that in prejudice of the merchant bankers whom 
it puts between two great inconveniencys—for if the merchant 
should register himself a banker agreeable to the form prescribed by 
the Bill it would probably injure his credit with his mercantile corres- 
pondents, and if he should decline registering himself it certainly 
will lessen his credit as a banker. 

That the Bill is framed on a principal repugnant to equity which 
loves equality. 

That the partiality of the Bill in favor of the persons who stile 
themselves bankers only is further evident, in that it lays no restraint 
on the worst species of trade in this kingdom, which has injured 
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thousands and ruined many and which is chiefly exercised by that 
set of men, to wit, the dealing speculatively in the public funds. 


Pray that the Bill may not pass into a law.! 


On 31 October a memorial was sent to the Privy Council concerning 
the export of gunpowder. 


31 Oct 1774. K/C(M) Export of Gunpowder p.60 


That, by your Majesty’s order in council of the 19th of October 
instant, the exportation of gunpowder, arms and ammunition out 
of this kingdom is prohibited during the space of 6 months. 

That gunpowder and ammunition and also small arms of a cheap 
and ordinary kind and unfit for other purposes are so necessary to 
the African trade, which is of great importance to the manufacturers 
of this kingdom and of the utmost consequence to this port that the 
same cannot be carried on without it. 

Pray that power may be given to the collector of your majesty’s 
custom within the port of Bristol to grant licences for the exporta- 
tion of gunpowder, small arms and ammunition to Africa taking 
bond for the due performance thereof or that other relief may be 
given. 


Oct. 31st 17742 
See July 6, 1756. 


On 27 October a letter from William Richard Phelps of London con- 
cerning the Jamaican duty on slaves was received, urging a petition be 
submitted and on 31 October it was agreed to send a memorandum to 
the Board of Trade on this question. 


1 This petition was presented on 6 May and ordered to lie on the table 
(CJ XXXIV, 711). As the bill was criticised by London bankers for other 
reasons (CJ XXXIV, 7or), on the motion for the second reading, it was 
postponed indefinitely. See L. S. Pressnell, Country Banking in the Industrial 
Revolution (Oxford, 1956), p. 502. Dean Tucker credited Clare with the major 
role in the rejection of the bill (Review of Lord Clare’s Conduct as Represen- 
tative of Bristol (Gloucester, 1775), p. 5) but Brickdale’s letters show he was 
also concerned (Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, pp. 152-3). 


2 Individual ships were granted passes to carry munitions to the colonies. 
See APC (Col), V, 401. 


3 Phelps also stated that he had sent another copy of the London petition 
to the Liverpool merchants for their perusal. The latter to the Society and 
a copy of the London petition are in SMV PRH. 
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17 Nov 1774. LCTP(M) Jamaican duty on negroes p.62 


That the trade to Africa is of great importance to the welfare of 
this nation and deserving of great regard and attention, as it not only 
takes off great quantities of the produce and manufactures of this 
Kingdom as well as India, but also supplies the islands in the West 
Indies with such slaves as are absolutely necessary to the cultiva- 
tion of the lands there and without whose labour such lands would 
be of no value. 

That the trade to Africa is very hazardous in its nature and the 
adventurers therein frequently sustain heavy losses. 

That, for many years past a duty has been paid in the island of 
Jamaica of 30s a head on all negroes imported, notwithstanding 
which a further duty was by an Act of the Assembly in Jamaica 
imposed about the 25th of January last of 40s a head, to take place 
the 8th of February. | 

That, by the last mentioned imposition, many merchants who 
without any knowledge of such additional duty had ordered their 
ships to proceed to Jamaica have been considerable sufferers. 

That it is highly necessary and strictly equitable that, in all cases 
where an additional duty is laid on the importation of goods or 
merchandize into any island, ample notice thereof should be given 
to the English merchant that he may give proper directions touching 
the destination of his ships and have opportunity of opposing the 
law at home if he should find it necessary. 

Pray your lordships to interpose your advice that the act may not 
receive the Royal assent and that orderymay be issued to the several 
governors of his majestys’ plantations not to pass any law to take 
place before sufficient notice be given thereof in England and that 
the several sums already paid in the Island of Jamaica for the afore- 
mentioned additional duty may be returned to the persons respec- 
tively who paid the same. 

Sent Nov. 17, 1774.1 


In a letter to Edward Banwell, the clerk of the Hall stated that he 
“enclosed a memorial touching the export of gunpowder, the prayer 
whereof is agreeable to your advice.” __ 


1 Together with petitions from Liverpool and London, this petition was 
considered by the Board of Trade on 28 Nov., 5 Dec. and 12 Dec. 1774. On 
27 Feb. 1775 the Privy Council proposed to instruct the Governor of Jamaica 
not to assent to any Act for increasing the duties beyond the amount payable 
previous to this Act APC (Col), V, 407-8. The agent for the island and some 
of the merchants attended on 12 Dec. Sir William Meredith, M.P. for Liverpool 
and Edmund Burke, M.P. for Bristol, attended on 9 March 1775 when the 
Lords of Trade agreed to write a letter to the Governor of Jamaica on the 
matter (see /CTP, 1768-75, pp. 401, 402, 404, 405, 416). 
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at Nov1774 K/C Export of gunpowder 0.63 


[The text of the petition is identical with that of 31 Oct. 1774.] 
Sent Nov. 21st, 1774.1 


On 28 November a deputation of American merchants attended the 
Hall to complain of duties on American grain.2 They were recommended 
to get a motion made in the House of Commons for relief. This the 
Society would support. On 11 January 1775 the state of American affairs 
was considered. When the question was put whether a petition to the 
House of Commons should be sent up, it was passed in the negative on 
the casting vote of the master. It was resolved that another Hall be 
summoned for Monday to finally determine the conduct of the Society 
on American affairs. On 18 January a deputation of merchants of the 
city not free of the Society were admitted to the Hall for the discussion 
on American trade, in which Hayes and Mallard, the local Whig leaders, 
were prominent. A motion that a petition to the Commons concerning 
the state of this trade should be sent was carried by 25 votes tog. The 
petition drafted by Burke® was then read and adopted. 


18 Jan 1775 HC American trade pp.64-5 


That a very beneficial and encreasing trade to the British colonies 
in America has been carried on from this port highly to the ad- 
vantage of the kingdom in general and of this city in particular. 

That the exports from this port to America consist of almost every 
species of British manufactures, besides East India goods and 
other articles of commerce; and the returns are made not only in 
many valuable and useful commodities from thence, but also by a 
circuitous trade carried on with Ireland and with most parts of 
Europe, to the great emolument of the merchants and improvement 
of his majesty’s Revenue. 

That the merchants of this port are also deeply engaged in the 
trade to the West India Islands, which by the exchange of their 


1 This order was removed for six months on 5 April 1775 and then every 
three months until 1783. (Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 270). 


2 As the result of an application from six Bristol merchant firms (William 
Stevenson, Thomas Frank, Cruger & Mallard, Lancelot Cowper & Co., Richard 
Champion and Thomas Pennington) Burke successfully piloted through 
Parliament a bill removing the heavy duty on Indian corn. The Act (15. Geo. 
III c. 1) received the royal assent on 23 Dec. 1774 (CJ XXXV, 60-1). See 
also Guttridge, American Correspondence, p. 35; G. H. Guttridge The Corves- 
pondence of Edmund Burke III, 1774-1778 (Cambridge, 1961), p. 141; and 
P. T. Underdown, ‘Edmund Burke as member of Parliament for Bristol’ 
(unpublished Ph.D. thesis, University of London, 1954), pp. 154-6. 


3It followed Burke’s ‘“‘heads of a petition’? sent to Champion on 1o. Jan. 
(Guttridge. Burke, p. 101). 
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produce with America for provisions, lumber and other stores, are 
thereby almost wholly maintained and consequently become de- 
pendent upon North America for support. 

That the trade to Africa which is carried from this port to a very 
considerable extent is also dependent on the flourishing state of the 
West India Islands and America. 

That these different branches of commerce give employment not 
only to a very numerous body of artists and manufacturers but also 
to a great number of ships and many thousand seamen by which 
means a very capital encrease is made to the naval strength of Great 
Britain. 

That the trade to America has of late years suffered very con- 
siderable checks, the first of which was after the passing of the Act 
for levying stamp duties there which subjected the merchants here 
to many and great losses and inconveniences, and threatened them 
with ruin, from which the repeal of that Act in the following year 
removed their apprehensions and restored the trade to its former 
flourishing state. 

That in this prosperous situation the trade continued till the next 
year, when an Act of Parliament passed for levying duties on glass, 
paper and other articles in America, and it again received a con- 
siderable check; but the repeal of a great part of those duties revived 
it; till the passing of certain Acts of Parliament, and other measures 
lately adopted, caused such a great uneasiness in the minds of the 
inhabitants of America as to make the merchants apprehensive of 
the most alarming consequences and which, if not speedily remedied, 
must involve them in utter ruin. 

They, as merchants deeply interested in measures which will so 
materially affect the commerce of this kingdom and not less con- 
cerned as Englishmen in every thing that relates to the general 
welfare, cannot look without emotion on the many thousands of 
miserable subjects who by the total stop put to the export trade to 
America will be discharged from their manufactories for want of 
employment and must be reduced to great distress. 

They look back with regret to those times in which their trade 
suffered no interruption; but they presume not to suggest any 
particular mode of relief to this honourable house in whose wisdom 
they place the most unreserved confidence. They venture however 
to express their wishes that the former system of commercial policy 
may be taken into consideration and that the destructive breaches 
made in their trade by the alarms to which it has been for many 
years subject may be closed, the peace of this great empire restored, 
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and commerce once more fixed on the most solid and permanent 
foundation. 
Sent by express.? 


On 9 March a letter accompanying a petition about the proposal for a 
lighthouse on the Smalls stated that the Society thought that the laws 
respecting lighthouses were very deficient and they hoped that the 
present discussion might provide a favorable opportunity to put them 
on a better footing. 


9 March 1775, HC Smalls lighthouse p.67 


That they observe a petition of John Phillips, proprietor for a 
term of years by grant from his majesty of certain rocks called the 
Smalls in St. George’s Channel setting forth his intention of erecting 
a lighthouse thereon and praying to have the rocks granted to him 
in perpetuity and that all ships and vessells passing the rocks may 
be charged with a certain rate per ton but what rate does not appear. 

That it is a matter of great doubt to them whether a lighthouse 
can be supported on the said rocks but if experience shall show that 


1 This petition was presented by Cruger on 23 Jan. (CJ XXXV, 71-3). 
It was one of many petitions to the government on this issue. Together with 
that from London, the Bristol petition was referred to a committee separate 
from that appointed to deal with the American papers which was to meet 
after the debate on America. Burke commented that the two petitions would 
‘be buried in oblivion though not in sure and certain hopes of resurrection... 
[but they] would go to the silent committee... to sleep together.’ And 
Richard Burke wrote to Champion that the petitions ‘were in effect rejec- 
ted... ; they neither can nor will have the smallest effect upon the American 
deliberation or the consequent measures’. (Guttridge, Burke, pp. 95-6, 101, 
103, 105-6, 107 n. 1; and see also G. E. Weare, Edmund Burke’s Connection 
with Bristol (Bristol, 1894), pp. 122-3; C. M. MacInnes, A Gateway of Empire 
(Bristol, 1939), pp. 284-5. - 

2 A letter dated 21 Jan. 1775 from a number of merchants (Paul Farr, John 
Powell, John Gurnett, James Daltera, William Jones, Thomas Farr, Thomas 
Perkins, George Champion, William Weare, Richard Champion, Jeremiah 
Hill, Mark Harford, jun., Walter King, Edward Harford, jun., John Fisher 
Weare, Robert Rogers, Andrew Pope, Robert Gordon, Samuel Span, and 
Edward Brice) suggested members should be appointed to attend in London 
to prove the allegations of the petition. This group suggested that Thomas 
Farr and William Jones should be sent (SMV PRH). 


8In Aug. 1774 John Phillips, a Liverpool engineer had obtained a lease 
of some rocks, known as ‘the Smalls’, in St George’s Channel, for the purpose 
of erecting a lighthouse which was to be financed by tolls levied on passing 
ships. The lease from the Crown was for fifty years in the first instance. 
On 23 Feb. Phillips petitioned the Commons for the lease to be made perpetual. 
The committee of the House reported favourably on 8 March. Two days 
earlier Burke had sent details of the project to the master of the Society, 
Robert Smith. On 24 March he also sent Smith ‘the draft of the lighthouse 
bill on which I shall be glad to receive your further instructions’ (Guttridge 
Burke, pp. 128-9, 141). 
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it can they apprehend it may prove useful to ships and vessells 
passing between the port of Bristol and Ireland, or to the northward 
of the said rocks but they conceive that a distinction by the colour 
of the lights will not be sufficient to distinguish at sea that light from 
others and that nothing less than showing three lights will be suffi- 
cient for that purpose. 

That the tract of ships and vessells coming from the westward, 
southward or eastward does not lye within view of the light for which 
reason such ship ought not to be subject to any duty. 

Pray if it shall appear reasonable to the House to grant the peti- 
tion of John Phillips, that no ships or vessells coming to or going 
from this port (except such as go to or come from Ireland and such 
as go to the northward of the lights) may be chargeable with the 
duties to be imposed for the maintenance thereof. That such duties. 
may be reasonable, chargeable and payable only whilst the lights 
are well maintained and that the same may not be made perpetual 
but be totally annihilated in case the lighthouse should be 
destroyed.1 


It was stated at the standing committee on 4 April that the Phillips 
petition was powerfully opposed by the town of Liverpool but that the 
society did not wish to oppose it generally but wanted amendments 
made. Accordingly on 24 April it was decided to send two members to 
London to oppose the bill since it was proposed to impose tolls on 
Bristol vessels. 


On 13 March 1775 the committee agreed to petition Parliament for 
a law charging the county or hundred for redress in cases of plundered 
shipwrecks.2 Edmund Burke’s letter concerning the Jamaican duty on 
negroes was considered on the same date.? The committee was directed 
to send up petitions and adopt what other measures it thought fit in the 


1 The petition was presented on 13 March 1775 (CJ XXXV, 193). The 
proposal was opposed by other ports, including Lancaster, Liverpool and 
Glasgow (CJ XXXV, 206, 249) and after several weeks of petition and counter- 
petitions the bill was narrowly defeated at its third reading on 16 May (CJ 
XXXV, 379). But the proposal was revived three years later, see below p. 143. 


2 Burke’s application to bring in a bill to strengthen the law on this question 
was granted on 17 March (CJ XXXV, 204). On 24 March he wrote to Robert 
Smith that he hoped ‘to bring in the Bill next week’ but he failed to do so and, 
in fact, brought it in on 22 May, too late for passing that session (CJ XXXV, 
390, 393; Guttridge, Burke, pp. 140-1, 258). But see below p. 139. 


3 Burke had attended a meeting of the Board of Trade on 9 March (JCTP, 
1768-1775, pp. 415-6) and had written about it the same day. This letter is 
missing (Guttridge, Burke, p. 131 n. 5: also P. T. Underdown, ‘Edmund — 
Burke, the commissary of his Bristol constituents, 1774-80’, English His- 
tovical Review, LX XIII (1958), 263-4). 
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matter. On 30 March a petition was adopted in favour of the Stourbridge 
Canal Bill and sent to the Bristol M.P.s.1 


30 March 1775 HC Stourbridge canal p.69 


That they observe that leave is given to bring in a Bill for making 
and maintaining a navigable canal from or near the town of Stour- 
bridge in the county of Worcester to communicate with the Stafford- 
shire and Worcestershire canal at or near Stourton in the county 
of Stafford and for making and maintaining two collateral cuts to 
communicate with the intended canal. 

That in the towns of Stourbridge and Dudley and their neigh- 
bourhood are large manufactorys of nails and other wares with 
which the merchants of this city are supplied for their foreign trade, 
also extensive mines of coal, particularly usefull in sundry manu- 
factorys carried on in this city, and other mines of a peculiar kind 
of clay with which fire bricks are made which bricks are absolutely 
necessary in the brass and iron founderys glass and other manu- 
factures of this city, and are from hence forwarded to like manu- 
factorys in different parts of the kingdom. 

That from the port of Bristol raw materials of various kinds are 
likewise sent up to the places above mentioned to supply their 
manufactorys and a very great intercourse of trade is maintained 
between them. 

That the proposed canal and cuts will not only be greatly bene- 
ficial to the trade of this city but be of public utility. 


Pray that the Bill may pass into a law.? 


1 This meeting of the Hall had been specially called at the instigation of 
Richard Champion who had been approached by some business friends in 
the Midlands and asked to secure support for the project. Champion and 
his friends acceded because they thought that indirectly the canal would 
be of benefit to them. Burke and Cruger had also been approached on this 
matter by correspondents from the Midlands. According to Champion, 
Cruger had been appealed to by a friend who was concerned with the rival 
Wolverhamption canal and, without consulting his own constituents, had 
opposed the bill. Champion commented that ‘everyone smiles at Cruger’s 
opposition to a Bill which he must now support’ (see Underdown, ‘Burke and 
Bristol’, pp. 312-13 citing Champion to R. Burke, 26 March 1775, Rawlins 
Mss.) Burke agreed to support the proposal (see Guttridge, Burke, p. 145: 
letter of Burke to R. Champion, 29 March 1775). 


2 The petition was presented on 3 April 1775 (CJ XXXV, 251) but the 
opposition, which suggested that the construction of the canal would endanger 
local water supplies, secured the postponement of the bill until the following 
session (CJ XXXYV, 288) when the Society again petitioned in favour of the 
scheme (see below p. 135). For the canal see Charles Hadfield, British Canals 
(2nd ed. London, 1959). 
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At a meeting of the Hall on 2 December 1775 a motion to petition 
Parliament in favour of the Stroudwater Canal Bill was carried by 28 
votes against 8. 


2 Dec 1775 HC Stroudwater navigation p.70 


That they observe that application is made for a Bill to make and 
maintain a navigation from the river Severn at or near Framiload to 
Wallbridge near the town of Stroud in the county of Gloucester. 

That such navigation will be very beneficial to the trade and 
commerce of this city and port and will likewise be of great public 
utility. 

Pray that such Bill may be received and may pass into a law. 

Sent 28 Dec. 1775.1 


On 14 December another petition was adopted in favour of the Stour- 
bridge Canal Bill. 


14 Dec 1775 HC Stourbridge canal p.7r 


That they observe that leave is given to bring in a Bill for making 
a navigable canal from or near the town of Stourbridge in the county 
of Worcester to join the Staffordshire and Worcestershire Naviga- 
tion at or near a place called Stourton in the county of Stafford; and 
also for making two collateral cuts, the one from a place called The 
Fens to communicate with the said proposed canal and the other 
from a place called Black Delph to communicate with the said first 
mentioned collateral cut. 

That in the towns of Stourbridge and Dudley and their neigh- 
bourhood are large manufactories of nails and other wares with 
which the merchants of this city are supplied for their foreign trade, 
also extensive mines of coal, particularly useful in sundry manu- 
factories carried on in the city and other mines of a perculiar kind 
of clay, with which pots for the fluxing of mettals and firebrick are 
made and which are absolutely necessary in the brass and iron found- 
eries, glass and other manufactuers of this city and are from hence 
forwarded to like manufactories in different parts of the kingdom.? 

1 This petition was presented on 8 Dec. 1775 (CJ XXXV, 481). Burke 
assisted in drafting the bill (CJ XXXV, 470) though it encountered some 
opposition (see Guttridge, Burke, p. 247), it became law (16 Geo. III c. 21). 


For the canal, see Hadfield, British Canals and The Canals of Southern England 
(London, 1955). 

2 The final two paragraphs and the prayer are not printed here as they 
are identical with those of the previous petition on this subject of 30 March 
1775 (see above p. 134). This petition was presented on 1775 (CJ XXXV, 
527) and the measure was passed (16 Geo. III c. 28). 
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On 2 December it was agreed to present a petition to Parliament for 
leave to export provisions to the West India islands and Newfoundland. 
On 14 December the master pointed out that the Bill then before Parlia- 
ment prohibiting all intercourse with the American colonies would be 
a great hardship on the British, Irish and West Indian interests.? It 
was ordered that a petition, then produced, be sent to the M.P.s with 
directions to get it presented to the House of Lords. 


14 Dec 1775, AL American Trade pp.72-3 


That they have perused the Bill now depending before your Lord- 
ships for prohibiting all trade and intercourse with the American 
colonies and beg leave to represent to your Lordships that many 
merchants of this port have large debts due from sundry inhabitants 
of the colonies for which they have reason to believe remittances are 
now upon the seas in American vessels. 

That other merchants have sometimes since given orders to their 
correspondents in America particularly in the colonies of South 
Carolina and Georgia for sundry other goods which now are or before 
notice can be given of this law will be likewise on the seas in American 
vessels and if the Bill should pass into a law in its present shape the 
property of several of his majesty’s loyal subjects inhabitants of 
Great Britain, Ireland and the colonies in the West Indies will con- 
trary to the intention of the legislature be liable to confiscation. 

That a countermand of the orders already given would not arrive 
in America before the 25th day of March next. 

That in the clause which exempts from confiscation ships whereof 
two-thirds are owned by British subjects the ship’s register is referred 
to as a proof of such ownership; that such reference to the registra- 
tion will prove ineffectual for the purpose intended because the 
names and descriptions only of such owners and not their respective 
property and interest in the ship are inserted therein by reason 
whereof they are fearfull the British merchant will be exposed to 
great hazard and loss. 

That the intention of the Bill in exempting American ships laden 
or lading in the West Indies and sailing for Great Britain will be 
defeated by the requisition of the certificate mentioned in the Bill 
because the masters of such ships will not have timely notice to 
enable them to obtain those credentials. 


1 For the petition, see below p. 139. 

2 Burke had strenuously opposed the bill in the Commons and, briefed by 
Richard Champion and other Bristol merchants, had gone as far as to seek 
@ personal interview with Lord North to put their case. See Guttridge, 
Burke, p. 239. 
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Pray that all goods and merchandize on board American vessels 
belonging to merchants, inhabitants of Great Britain, Ireland or any 
of his majesty’s colonies in the West Indies or which may be con- 
signed to them for payment of debts due to them on or before the 
25th day of March next, may be exempted from confiscation and 
that the affidavits of the persons interested in ships and vessels may 
in all cases be admitted as proof of ownership and that ships actually 
laden or lading in the West Indies before the time specified in the 
Bill may not be liable to confiscation for want of the certifications 
therein mentioned. Or that such relief may be afforded as shall seem 
meet. 


On 16 January 1776 the draft of a Bill for removing the danger of 
fire in the port by preventing the landing of inflammable goods, except 
at a convenient quay in the parish of Clifton approved. A petition in 

support of the Bill was adopted on 5 February. 


5 Feb 1776 HC Port of Bristol pp.76-7 

That the port of Bristol is a place of great trade and commerce 
and that the ships and vessels lying therein are, by the efflux of the 
tide, left dry twice in every 24 hours, whereby they frequently 
receive damage. 

That great quantitys of timber, deals, staves, tar, pitch and 
turpentine have for many years past been imported into the port 
yearly and particularly in the summer months, during which time 
there has frequently: not been room within a convenient distance 
for storing the same, by reason whereof and of the expense of re- 
moving which is too great a charge on articles of such low value, the 
quays have been often and through necessity greatly incumbered 
and the danger of fire to the ships in the port rendered very [great]? 
and much to be dreaded. 

That they have from time to time laid out and expended very 
large sums of money for the benefit of the navigation and trade of 
the port and the above mentioned evils having been much com- 
plained of, they did sometimes since purchase certain docks and 
yards in the parish of Clifton in the country of Gloucester, adjoining 
to the river Avon, within the port of Bristol and have, at a very 

1 This petition was not presented but Lord North accepted some of the 
amendments proposed and these were agreed to in the Lords on 19 Dec. 
‘ The Commons accepted them on 22 Dec. (CJ XXXV, 493-4) and the amended 


bill (16 Geo. III c. 5) received the royal assent on the same day (LJ XXXIV, 
534-42 and Guttridge, Burke, p. 239 n. 2). 


2 This word, missing from the copy in the Book of Charters II, has been 
supplied from the transcript in CJ XXXV, 539. 
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considerable expense, rendered one of the docks now called the 
Floating Dock! capable of receiving and floating the largest ships 
using the port. 

That they propose to enlarge the dock on the western side thereof 
and to render the same capable of containing a greater number of 
ships, and also to lay out and make a convenient quay on such 
western side for landing and to erect storehouses and lay out yards 
for storing the aforementioned articles of trade, by means whereof 
the trade of the port in the several above-mentioned articles will be 
greatly accommodated and the danger of fire amongst the ships 
greatly lessened. 

That in order to effect the several purposes aforesaid they appre- 
hend it will be necessary to prohibit the landing of the aforemen- 
tioned articles of trades on the present quays within the port of 
Bristol when imported in certain proportions and to render the 
intended quays a lawful quay in respect of the enumerated articles 
of trade and to compel all persons importing such articles in such 
proportions to land the same on the new intended quay and to 
ascertain the rates to be paid for landing and storing the same and 
for regulating the management of the dock, quay, storehouses and 
yards and also lighters, boats and vessels, carrying goods for hire 
within the port of Bristol and for extending the jurisdiction of the 
city of Bristol to the dock, quay, storehouses and yards and to cer- 
tain other docks adjoining to the floating dock and for making other 
regulations within the port, and to oblige and enable all persons 
interested in any lands or hereditaments, which may be necessary 
to be made use of for the purposes aforesaid to sell and convey the 
same to your petitioners. 

Pray that leave may be given to bring in a bill for effecting the 
several purposes aforesaid and under such regulations as the House 
shall think fit.2 


1 Constructed by William Champion in 1765, these docks had proved 
unremunerative and had been purchased by the Society, at the instigation of 
Richard Champion, in 1770. C. Wells, A Short History of the Port of Bristol 
(Bristol, 1909), p. 3. 

2 This petition was presented by Henry Cruger, M.P. for Bristol, on 9 Feb. 
1776 and referred to the consideration of a special committee, headed by 
Cruger and Burke (CJ XXXV, 539-40). They described the procedure to be 
followed in a letter to Paul Farr, the master of the Society on the same day 
(Guttridge, Burke, pp. 248-9). The petition was read by the Lords of the 
Treasury on 16 Feb. and referred by them to the Commissioners of the Cus- 
toms, whose report was received by the Treasury on 5 March (PRO, T 29/45, 
ff. 24v. 35). The bill encountered some opposition from local landowners, 
from several Bristol merchants (including the firm of Cruger & Mallard) 
and from the Corporation which resulted in some amendments to the bill 
which received the royal assent on 13 May (LJ XXXIV, 638, 642, 715; 
Guttridge, Burke, p. 259) and became law (16 Geo. III c. 33). 
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On 5 February a petition was also adopted touching the export of 
provisions to the West Indies during the present state of affairs in 
America. 


5 Feb 1776 HC West Indies trade p.78 


That the British colonies in the West Indies have been usually 
supplied from North America with great quantities of bread, flour, 
rice, Indian corn, live stock and other provisions. 

That during the present scituation of public affairs the colonies 
will be greatly distressed unless a supply is sent from this kingdom. 

Pray the House to take the premises into consideration and to 
apply such remedy as shall appear fit and necessary. 


On 1 April a petition to Parliament was adopted in support of the 
Bill for preventing the plundering of ships wrecked on the coast. 


1 April 1776 HC Plundering of wrecks p.79 


That they observe that leave is given to bring in a bill for pre- 
venting the inhuman practice of plundering ships that are wrecked 
on the coast of Great Britain and for the further relief of ships in 
distress on the coasts. 

That experience proves the necessity of such a law from the ineffi- 
cacy of all that have hitherto been made, owing we apprehend to 
the not extending to this species of offence the remedy already given 
by law to the sufferers under other malicious attacks upon property, 
and not making it as in other cases the interest of those whose local 
scituation enables them best to prevent or prosecute and punish 
such offences generally and warmly to exert themselves for those 
purposes. 

Some such effectual regulation we think necessary for the protec- 
tion of that commerce, on the prosperity of which the value of the 
lands of this kingdom must depend and of the lives of those brave 
men who are the source of the national prosperity and natural 


1 This petition was presented by Henry Cruger on 9 Feb. at the same time 
as a similar petition from the merchants of Milford (CJ XXXV, 540). Both 
were referred to the committee considering supplies for Newfoundland (Gut- 
tridge, Burke, p. 248) which reported in April in favour of a relaxation of 
the law (CJ XXXV, 734; Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 270) 
and an Act providing for the relaxation in special cases of the prohibition 
on the export of wheat was accordingly passed (16 Geo. III c. 37). This 
‘was one of several acts amending the operation of the Corn Law of 1773 
(D. G. Barnes, A History of the English Corn Laws (London, 1930), p. 49). 
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defence of this kingdom, as well as to put a stop to a practice which 
is the disgrace of a civilised people. 
Pray that such a bill may pass into a law.! 


On 15 January 1777 it was reported that the merchants in the fruit 
trade had complained of the great hardships they were suffering from 
the unequal allowance of damage made at Bristol and other ports.? 
They stated their London rivals had an advantage of 17{ per cent on 
raisins and 9 per cent on currants, while the advantage of Liverpool is 
35% per cent in the one case and 36% per cent in the other. It was ordered 
that Parliament be petitioned for redress and that three gentlemen go 
up to London to prosecute the business. 


I5 Jan 1777 HC Import of currants p8r 


That as the law now stands in respect of the duty payable on the 
importation of raisins and currants in case of damage happening to 
such fruit, an allowance is made to the importer according to the 
judgment of the officers of His Majesty’s customs in the respective 
ports of importation with a preference over to the judgment of the 
two merchants in case such allowance be not deemed sufficient by 
the importer. 

That, by the practice of the respective ports where such fruit is 
imported, there is a great inequality in the allowance so made for 
damages and that such inequality is so great that the merchants of 
the port of Bristol cannot possibly carry on the trade to advantage 
but the whole will in time be ingrossed by the other ports. 

That they upon this occasion find themselves under a necessity of 
appealing to the equity of the House for redress and rely on that 
incontrovertible maxim that equity loves equality. 


1 This petition was presented on 18 April (CJ XX XV, 705) in support of 
Burke’s second attempt to carry such a bill (see above p. 133). The bill, 
designed to protect shipowners from losses, was opposed in Parliament 
because it laid a penalty on the hundred where the wreck occurred. As 
a result the bill was defeated on its second reading on 30 April by 55 votes to 
43 (CJ XXXV, 687, 725, 738; Parliamentary History, XVIII, 1298-1302; 
Guttridge, Burke, p. 258). 

2 This issue was raised in Parliament on 20 Dec. 1775. A memorial from 
Bristol importers was read at the Treasury Board on 2 April and referred 
to the Commissioners of the Customs. The affair dragged on and on 2 Nov. 
1776 Burke wrote that he hoped to get the currant business ‘soon into good 
forwardness.’. But on 14 Nov. the Commissioners of the Customs had still not 
received the alternative plan of allowance for damaged currants and raisins, 
which Burke promised on 19 May. On 28 Nov. the Treasury acknowledged 
receipt of the merchants’ proposal on the matter, that there should be a 12 
per cent reduction in duty on damaged raising and 5 per cent reduction on 
damaged currants, in place of the existing allowances. (Guttridge, Burke, 
pp. 247, 259, 261, 268, 300; Underdown, ‘Commissary’, p. 264). 
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That they with great submission take the liberty to offer their 
sentiments that the only method of putting the traders on an equal 
footing will be to settle the allowance by law at such medium as 
experience has taught is sufficient to save them harmless. 

Pray the House to take the premises into consideration and afford 
them relief.1 


A motion on 18 January that an Address be presented to his Majesty 
on the sucess of his arms in America was carried by 25 votes against 6.? 


18 Jan 1777 Loyal address p82 


We, your majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the master, 
Wardens, and commonalty of the Society of Merchant Venturers of 
the city of Bristol, deeply impressed with a thankful sense of the 
divine blessing on your majesty’s arms, which has so often mani- 
fested itself in favor of this kingdom, beg leave to approach your 
throne with our sincere congratulations on their success in America. 

The dangerous heighth to which the defection of our misguided 
fellow subjects was risen was truely alarming, and sincerely felt and 
lamented by every man who wished the prosperity of this nation, 
as the ruin of our trade must have inevitably followed their success. 
We cannot but lament also the fatal necessity of those coercive 
measures to which they have given birth. 

And we most earnestly wish that due allegiance may soon reani- 
mate their minds that peace may be thereby restored to them and 
to us on terms of justice so. tempered with mercy that they may not 
be tempted, nor that we may not be again alarmed by so unnatural 


1 This petition does not appear to have been presented. Eventually the 
Treasury accepted the Bristol case and a clause was thereupon added to 
another bill (for the export of tobacco clay to the West Indies) then before 
Parliament (CJ XXXVI, 477-8, 514, 524). On 3 July Burke wrote to Henry 
Garnett, master of the Society, that the amendment to the Book of Rates had 
been drawn up according to the Society’s wishes, giving ‘a fixed abatement 
of duties instead of an irregular and variable estimate of damage’ (Guttridge, 
Burke, pp. 330, 338, 358; Underdown, ‘Commissary’, p. 264). The Act con- 
cerned was 17 Geo. III c. 43. 


2Paul Farr and Richard Champion ‘made a warm opposition, though 
inferior in numbers’ but could not prevent the address being sent. The 
Corporation sent a similar address and a general meeting of citizens, presided 
over by George Daubeny, also approved an address which was signed by 
nearly 1,300 on the same day. All three were presented on 22 Jan., the 
Corporation address by Sir James Laroche and that of the Society by Richard 
Combe (Bristol Journal, 25 Jan. 1777). Laroche (Bodmin) and Combe (Alde- 
burgh) were Bristol merchants sitting for other constituencies. Burke, 
in opposition, was not asked to present any of the petitions but he later pre- 
sented a petition against the continuance of the war (Guttridge, Burke, 
Pp. 320 n. 1; Gentleman's Magazine, XLVII, 43). 
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a revolt that the trade of this kingdom the source of its wealth and 
grandeur may recover its former splendor and remain unequalled. 

And that your majesty may long reign in peace over a happy 
people and transmit your crown in full splendour to your royal 
progeny to latest posterity. 


At a Hall on 10 April 1777 a Bill for rebuilding a bridge at Maismore 
was considered. As it appeared unreasonable that a duty should be laid 
on navigation for such purposes, which would be burdensome to the trade 
of Bristol and probably give advantage to Liverpool, it was agreed to 
send up a petition in opposition to the Bill. 


ro April 1777, HC Over Causeway, Maismore, Gloucester $.83 


That they observe that a bill is depending for (amongst other 
things) repairing and making commodious Over’s Causeway leading 
from the city of Gloucester towards Maismore; for amending and 
altering the bridge over the Severn near the West Gate of the city; 
and for enforcing the proper paving and cleansing of the streets 
within the city, and for removing nuisances and annoyances there- 
from and preventing the like for the future. 

That they observe with surprize that the fund intended to be 
established for effecting the above purposes is a toll on all vessels 
passing under the West Gate Bridge although the navigation of such 
vessels is not in any manner benefited by the causeway or the streets 
of the city or in any degree connected therewith, and that such 
drawbridge is not at all necessary to such navigation. 

That such toll if laid would be not only a great but an unreasonable 
burthen on the trade of this port and the several manufacturing 
towns in the north connected therewith. 

Pray that such part of the bill as relates to the granting such toll 
may not pass into a law and that your petitioners may be heard 
their council against such part of the bill. 


On 8 September the master was desired to request Mr Burke to obtain 
leave from the Government for coasting vessels to carry guns in their 
own defence.? At a Hall on 29 September the master reported that Burke 


1 This petition was apparently not presented. But there were petitions 
from Wolverhampton, Bewdley, and from the gentlemen, clergy, merchants 
&c. of Gloucestershire against this proposal (CJ XXXV, 134, 183-4, 221-2, 
407-8, 540). The Act of 17 Geo. III c. 68 made provision for the repair of 
Over Causeway but no tolls were charged on river traffic to finance this. 


2 See Guttridge, Burke, pp. 367, 374, 376. For the activities of the American 
privateers, see Owen Rutter, Red Ensign, A History of Convoy, p. 71. 
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had replied on the above matter that a memorial should be sent to the 
Privy Council. This was drawn up and the master was directed to for- 
ward it to Mr Burke. 


29 Sept 1777, ~K/C(M) Arming of coastal ships £85 


That your majesty was pleased, by your order in council of the 
5th day of April 1775 and subsequent orders, to prohibit the trans- 
portation out of this kingdom and carrying coastwise gunpowder 
and all sorts of arms or ammunition (except for your majesty’s 
service) without leave or permission in that behalf first obtained 
from your majesty or your privy council. 

That, on account of the numbers of American cruizers which have 
appeared in the English and Saint George’s Channels, the coasters 
trading between this port and Ireland and round the Lands End are 
put in great danger and are fearful of performing their voyages. 

Pray that all ships and vessels using the coasting trade to and 
from this port may be permitted to be armed and carry such am- 
munition as shall be necessary for their defence under such regula- 
tions as shall seem meet. 


The copy of this memorial sent to the Privy Council is accompanied 
by a note from Burke which reads: Mr Burke presents his compliments 
to Mr Chetwynd, and begs leave to request that he will forward with all 
possible dispatch, the business of the enclosed memorial and let him 
know when the order is made out agreeably to the petition that he may 
call or send somebody to take it up. 

Broad Sanctuary Westminster Oct. 7, 1777. 

The Privy Council granted the request on 10 October.? 


On 26 February 1778 the standing committee adopted a petition to 
Parliament relative to the Bill for erecting a lighthouse on the Smalls. 
The city M.P.s were asked to confer on it with Mr Fowler, then setting 
out for London for the purpose. The accompanying letter which noted 
that Trinity House had adopted Phillip’s plan, rehearsed the arguments 
already set out in 1775 and stated that Mr Fowler (who was well versed 
in the business) would attend again whenever necessary. 


26 Feb 1778 HC Smalls lighthouse pp.86-7 


That they observe that leave is given to bring in a bill to enable 
the Corporation of Trinity House of Deptford Strand to establish 
and maintain a light house on the rocks called the Smalls in St. 
George’s Channel. 


1 See PRO PC 1/11, 60; PC 2/121, p. 306; Guttridge, Burke, p. 380. 
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That they in the year 1775 expressed to the House their doubts 
and experience since encreases that doubt whether a light house can 
be supported on the rocks but if the Corporation of Trinity House 
can prove to the satisfaction of the House that they can support 
such a lighthouse they apprehend it may prove useful to ships and 
vessels passing between the port of Bristol and Ireland or to the 
northward of the rocks but they conceive that nothing less than 
showing three lights will be sufficient to distinguish such light from 
other lights. 

That they apprehend that the proof to be laid before the House of 
the practicability of maintaining such light ought to be very strong 
and substantial as a temporary exhibition of a light is delusive and 
worse than no light and may prove fatal to the lives and property 
of his Majesty’s subjects. 

That the tract of ship and vessels coming from the westward, 
southward or eastward to the port of Bristol does not lye within 


view of the light for which reason they conceive that such ship 


ought not to be subject to any duty. 

Pray the House to grant the petition of the Corporation of Trinity 
House that no ships or vessels coming to or going from this port 
except such as go to or come from Ireland or such as go to the north- 
ward of the lights may be charged with the dutys to be imposed for 
the maintenance thereof. That such dutys may be reasonable and 
chargeable only whilst the lights are well maintained and that the 
same may not be made perpetuall but be totally annihilated in case 
the lighthouse should be destroyed. 


On 3 March it was reported at the standing committee that the gentry 
of Shropshire were promoting a Bill for regulating the Severn salmon 
fishery, the effect of which would be to destroy the putt fisheries, by 
which the city was supplied with fish? and that the Gloucester gentry? 
were promoting a Bill by which the putt fisheries would be put under 
proper regulation. The committee thought that the Society could not 
interfere as a mercantile body but that the inhabitants of Bristol should 
petition to confine the provisions of such Bills to that part of the Severn 
above Hock Crib. The petition which follows is therefore not headed 
with the useful formula but with the words: The humble petition of the 


1 The petition was presented on 2 March (CJ XXXVI, 772). On 3 April 
Burke wrote to John Noble that ‘early this day... they reported in my 
absence and in that of all the members of the northern ports the lighthouse 
bill on the Smalls’ (Guttridge, Burke, p. 420). Burke’s account of the proceed- 
ings in committee are summarised in SMV B/P, 2 April 1778. 

2 As the result of this and other petitions (CJ XXXV, 795) the bill was 
abandoned. Putts are basket-traps used for taking salmon and other fish. 


38 This group was led by the Duke of Beaufort. 
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several persons, whose names are hereunto subscribed, inhabitants of 
the city of Bristol and the neighbourhood thereof on behalf of them- 
selves and the other inhabitants of the city and neighbourhood. 


3 March 1778 HC Severn salmon fishery p.87 


That the city of Bristol and its neighbourhood are supplyed with 
salmon almost wholly, with plaice, shrimps and sprats entirely, and 
with other sea fish in a very great degree by the fisherys in the River 
Severn. 

That allmost all such fisherys below a certain part of the river in 
the parish of Fretherne in the county of Gloucester, commonly 
called the Hock Cribb are and time immemorially have been carried 
on by putts. 

That they have been informed that a bill has been brought into 
the House, entitled A Bill for more effectually preserving the salmon 
and other fish within the rivers Severn and Verniew by which it is 
intended to restrain all persons from fixing or laying any putt or 
other engine in the said River Severn or from taking salmon be- 
tween certain days in the month of March and May and July and 
November. 

That should such bill pass into a law it would prove exceedingly 
injurious to them, the rest of the inhabitants of the city of Bristol 
and its neighbourhood. | 

Pray that the provisions of the bill may not extend below that 
part of the Severn called the Hock Cribb or that relief may be given.? 


3 March 1778 HC Severn salmon fishery p58 
[The previous petition is here entered a second time.] 


On 2 April 1778 the standing committee considered a letter from 
Burke which stated that the clause in the Smalls lighthouse Bill pro- 
posed on behalf of the port of Bristol had been rejected by the committee 
of the House of Commons. It was thereupon resolved that a petition 
should be sent up by express, praying to be heard against the Bill. Mr 
Fowler and Mr McTagart were requested to attend and to give evidence 
against the Bill. 


1 No names are given in the Book of Petitions. 


2 This petition was presented on 6 March (CJ XXXVI, 795-6). Despite this 
and other petitions, including one from the Corporation of Bristol, which 
aimed to limit the operation of the bill, it was passed on ro April (CJ XXXVI, 
789-9, 817-8, 820-1, 817, 908: 18 Geo. III c. 33). Burke refers to this issue 
in his letter of 17 March (Guttridge, Burke, pp. 420-1). 
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2 April 1778 HC Smalls lighthouse. ~.89 


That they observe that a bill is depending to enable the Corpora- 
tion of Trinity House of Deptford Strand to establish and maintain 
a light house on the rocks called The Smalls in St. George’s Channel. 

That they apprehend the port of Bristol will be greatly injured by 
the Bill in its present shape. 

Pray the House to be heard by their Counsel against the Bill.1 


On 8 April the standing committee considered a letter from Mr 
Fowler which expressed his fears that Trinity House would carry their 
bill through the Commons. A petition to the House of Lords was then 
adopted and sent to him for presentation.? 


8 April 1778 HL Smalls lighthouse pp.89-90 


[A petition in identical terms to that sent to the House of Commons.] 


On 13 April it was reported to the Hall that it was intended to open 
the ports of Ireland for a direct trade to Africa and the British. planta- 
tions. As the Society considered this would be highly injurious to the 
trade of Bristol and to British manufacturers, the standing committee 
was directed to consult with traders and manufacturers and to send 
petitions to Parliament and the King against the proposals. It was also 
empowered to send a deputation to London to take care of the business. 
On 15 April at the standing committee it was resolved that the Bills 
for opening the Irish ports would be injurious to commerce and the 
landed interest and a petition against them was adopted.? On 25 April 
John Powell and Richard Bright ware requested to set out for London 
to oppose the Irish Bills and on 30 April Mr Jones and Mr Worrall were 
asked to go up for the same purpose and to confer with the deputations 
of London and other towns. A circular letter to all M.P.s requesting 
their opposition to the Bills was signed by the master. 


1 This petition was presented on 6 April (CJ XXXYV, 886). 


2 This petition was not presented. Supported by Trinity House and the 
Admiralty, the bill passed the Commons on 13 April (CJ XXXIV, 919). 
That day Burke wrote to Champion, ‘We were beat about the lighthouse. 
Our cause was most just, but Treasury and Admiralty appeared against us— 
and we could not stand it. It is rare for Lord North to shew himself on a 
private bill—but he staid it out last night’ (Guttridge, Burke, p. 430 and n. 3). 


8 This petition was presented on 4 May (CJ XXXVI, 947-8). Petitions were 
also sent from Bristol by the Corporation, the ironmakers and a general 
meeting of citizens. As a result of this agitation the Irish import bill was 
withdrawn and the export bill amended so that it specified a very limited 
list of commodities (18 Geo. III cc. 55 & 56). For this strenuous support in 
opposing the Irish trade bills, Cruger received the thanks of the Liverpool 
Chamber of Commerce (Bristol Journal, 4 July 1778). See Underdown, 
‘Parliamentary History’, pp. 245-50. 
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On 2 December 1778 the Hall accepted a suggestion from Liverpool 
that a petition should be drawn up for a bill for the relief of captors of 
prizes similar to that passed during the last French war. 


2 Dec 1778 LC/T(M) Prizes p.or 


That the duties granted upon French wines and other goods of the 
growth product or manufacture of France, as well as several other 
duties upon various goods imported into this kingdom, are not to be 
drawn back upon re-exportation and are in several instances equal 
to the value of the goods which have been or may be taken from 
the French to the great discouragement of the captors of prizes. 

That it has been customary to pass an Act for the relief and en- 
couragement of the captors of prizes as was done in the 30th year 
of the reign of his late majesty. 

That several French captures are now lying within the port of 
Bristol the captors where of labour under great disadvantages for 
want of such law. 7 

Pray that an Act may be speedily passed for the relief and en- 
couragement of the captors of prizes that the present order for 
fitting out private ships of war may not be abated.? 


Upon reports that the Irish interest intended to bring in Bills to 
extend the trade of Ireland, the standing committee was directed on 
20 January 1779 to draw up petitions and to send a deputation if it 
thought fit. On 11 February it was decided that two gentlemen should 
go to London on this matter. On 26 May as the Irish trade motion was 
about to be heard, Mr Powell was requested to go to London to represent 
the opinions of the Society. 


Earlier at the meeting on 11 February the clerk had been directed to 
make another effort to obtain an Act whereby the setting fire to a ship 
in port or to goods lying on the wharf should be made a capital offence. 
On 8 April the standing committee agreed to seek the cooperation of 
Liverpool merchants to oppose the scheme for setting up a joint-stock 
company for trading with Africa under an exclusive charter 5and on 22 
May it sent a letter to the Bristol M.P.s setting out the reasons why the 


1 30 Geo. II c. 18. 


2 Before the petition could be presented, the Government had decided to 
make the desired concession (CJ XX XVII, 14, 4 Dec. 1778). 


3 A letter was received from the merchants of Blackburn on this question 
on 12 Jan. 1779. 


4 An attempt to set ships on fire in Bristol harbour had been made on 19 
Jan. 1777 by James Aitken (Jack the Painter), see Latimer, Annals, 427-8. 
5 Since it was mooted in 1772, this proposal had always. been regarded as an 
attack by London on the trade of the outports. For Burke’s comments see his 


letter to Michael Miller of 17 April 1779 in J. A. Woods, The Correspondence 
of Edmund Burke IV, 1778-82 (Cambridge, 1963). 
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Society thought the Bill before Parliament to prevent smuggling should 
be amended.? 

On 26 June 1779 a motion was made for an address to the King. Mr 
Joseph Harford moved a Whig amendment that the Society ‘beseech 
his Majesty to entrust the direction of national affairs to such persons 
as are possessed of wisdom and fidelity’.2 This motion was negatived, 
14 votes against 11 and the original address adopted, 16 votes against ro. 
The master and others were then directed to present the address. 


26 June 1779 Loyal address p.g2 


Your dutiful and loyal subjects the master, wardens and com- 
monalty of the Society of Merchant Venturers of the city of Bristol, 
ever zealous for the welfare of your kingdom and your majesty’s 
royal person and family and the government as by law established, 
beg leave to approach your majesty at this time of public threaten- 
ing with our humble address. 

And we beg leave to assure your majesty that the ambitious 
insolence of the French nor the insidious treachery of the Spaniards 
shall not dismay us but with united hearts we will stand firm in the 
defence of all that is dear to us. | 

We do not forget the chastisement which the bravery of English- 
men has often inflicted on both France and Spain and we trust that 
under the protection of that providence which has so often and so 
eminently displayed itself in favour of this nation, we shall baffle 
the designs and humble the pride of those faithless and insulting 
foes, our jealous rivals and to whom we are unconscious that any 
just cause has been given for their present hostile designs. 

Impressed with these sentiments we shall use our utmost endea- 
vours to forward such plans of operation as your majesty in your 
great wisdom shall devise and with cheerfulness commit our cause 
to Him who ruleth over all. Given under our common seal the 26th 
day of June in the Ioth year of your majesty’s reign which God 
long continue.® 


1 The main reasons were ‘that the shipowner is thereby subjected to the loss 
of his ship in cases which may happen without his default, and that it was 
intended to take place on the first of August next, by which means persons now 
abroad could not possibly have knowledge of the law’. The bill was amended 
and on 28 May 1779 Burke wrote to Michael Miller that ‘Mr Powell who has 
been deputed by the Hall is of opinion that the alterations made in the excep- 
tionable clauses will render them satisfactory to you’. Woods, Burke. 

2 That is, asking for a change in ministry. 

3 There is a draft copy in SMV PRH 1770-80 and acopy in PRO SP 37 /13. 
Similar addresses were sent from Liverpool, Lancaster and other towns, but 
at two spécial meetings of the Common Council of Bristol on 26 June and 3 
July, the Tories failed to muster sufficient support to carry a loyal address 
(BRP CCP). During 1779 the North ministry had lost ground as the war 
went badly and in June 1779 there was fear of invasion by the French. 
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On 6 December 1779 Henry Cruger informed the master that great 
piles of papers concerning the Irish trade had been presented to the 
Commons and requested the Society’s sentiments thereon. He was told 
that nothing could be determined till the plan was produced.! When the 
propositions were considered at a meeting of the Hall on 21 December it 
was resolved that the Society make no exception to them. But early 
the next year, in response to an appeal from the Bristol sugar refiners of 
the inequality of the proposed regulations contained in the petition of 
the Dublin sugar refiners to the Irish Parliament, a memorial was adopted 
to be sent to the Treasury. 


28 Feb 1780 LC/T(M) Sugar duties D.93 


That they have seen a copy of a petition of the sugar refiners of 
the City of Dublin presented to the Parliament of Ireland praying 
that a duty of 4:2:5 may be laid on refined sugars imported into that 
kingdom. 

That, if such a duty should be laid, it will effectually exclude the 
British manufacturers of refined sugars from that market, which we 
apprehend to be totally repugnant to the fair and equal plan of 
trade adopted by the British legislature for the advantage of that 
kingdom. 

Your memorialists ever unwilling to trouble your lordship but 
on affairs of importance should not now have taken up what seems 
to be rather the business of those more immediately concerned in 
that trade were not most of the reasons adduced in that petition 
equally applicable to the other manufactures of Great Britain &c. 
which we are fearful should the present petitioners suceed may be 
soon attempted the consequences of which are to obvious to need an 
explanation. : 

We therefore submit to your Lordships’ consideration the peti- 
tion copy of which is hereto annexed as well as how far it may be 
right to follow the Irish legislature in sending over a proper person 
to that kingdom to see that the duties are fairly equalized. 


1 Burke summarised Lord North’s resolutions on Irish trade in letters to 
John Powell and Michael Miller on 9 Dec. 1779 (Woods, Burke). 


2 Changes in the Irish sugar duty in 1780 increased the prices of refined 
sugar in Ireland. Because the bounty on the export of refined sugar from 
Great Britain was 2s. 6d. a cwt more than the duty paid on the import of 
raw sugar into Ireland. This was equal to a premium of 2s. 6d. a cwt on 
British sugar and it was held that this enabled the British refiners to undersell 
Irish refiners in the Irish markets. The Irish refiners who petitioned the 
Commons were supported there by Flood and Grattan and there were lengthy 
debates on the subject. Eventually, in 1786, it was decided that all refined 
sugars coming from Great Britain or the British colonies to Ireland were to 
pay additional duties (see Alice E Murray, A History of the Commercial and 
Financial Relations between England and Iveland from the period of the Restora- 
tion (London, 1903) pp. 282-5). 
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On 28 December 1780 the Society rejected a request from Yarmouth 
to send a petition asking for the introduction of a bill to amend the 
smuggling act passed in 1779. But it agreed to send a deputation to 
London on the matter. This protest was successful and an amending 
bill was introduced which passed without opposition.1 Four months 
later, on 7 April, the Hall agreed, in response to a request from London 
merchants for support, to send a memorial to the Privy Council concern- 
ing the confiscation of private property in the West Indies.? 


7 April 1781 K/C(M) West Indies property bp.94-6 


That they, having reasonable ground to apprehend that it has 
pleased your majesty to order the confiscation (to the use of the 
captors) of all the private property in the Islands of St Eustatius 
and St Martin, except only plantations, buildings, slaves and house- 
hold furniture, beg leave to represent to your majesty that it appears 
to them that the well-grounded and established policy of every 
nation of Europe holds sacred in time of war the property of indivi- 
duals and for the truth hereof they appeal to the general conduct as 
well of this nation as of its enemies during the last and present wars. 

They hold themselves bound in justice to the French nation to 
point out the recent instance of the island of Grenada in which, 
though the captors reduced by storm the only place capable of 
making a defence, yet the moveable property of every individual 
without distinction was preserved to him and the severe edicts which 
the French Commander in Chief at first issued were reprobated and 
annulled by his Court. 

They further beg leave to represent that the island of St Eustatius 
has been for a great number of years a free port and that under the 
sanction of its being so, it has been resorted to by every nation hold- 
ing possessions in America for supplys in time of need. That in the 
years 1777 and 1778 the British islands of Antigua and St Christo- 
pher drew such resources from thence as prevented the dreadful 
effects of a famine. That when the islands of Grenada, St Vincent and 
Dominica unfortunately fell under the dominion of France and the 
property of the English inhabitants was permitted to be sent to a 
neutral port in neutral bottoms the legislature of this kingdom passed 
an Act declaring that the produce of those islands, under such cir- 
cumstances, should be exempted from capture by British ships and 


1 Several northern ports petitioned on this matter (CJ XXXVIII, 218). 
Brickdale and Daubeny assisted in drafting this bill (CJ XXXVIII, 817) 
which became law as 21 Geo. III c. 39. 

2 See J. F. Jameson, ‘St Eustatius in the American revolution’, American 
Historical Review, IX (1902-3), 683-708. 


IN THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY I5I 


that, by an Act of the last sessions, the importation into this king- 
dom of tobacco, purchased by English subjects in St Eustatius was 
rendered legal and a considerable quantity of British manufactures 
were legally exported there, for the better effecting such purchases. 

That the advantages in trade which naturally occur to the inhabi- 
tants of a free port even in time of peace drew long since to St. 
Eustatius many inhabitants from other quarters, and, on the com- 
mencement of the present hostilitys with France and Spain, the 
prospect of advantage being increased and the opportunitys of trade 
enlarged drew to it a still greater number of traders, who embarked 
their fortunes under the confirmed idea of security in a free port in 
the territory of a neutral state and of the sacredness of the property 
of individuals, even in case of war and amongst others several 
English houses were established there with large capitals for the very 
purpose of supplying the English inhabitants of the conquered 
islands with plantation stores and for the purchase of tobacco. 

That under the foregoing circumstances if a right opinion has been 
conceived of the orders which are sent out to your Majesty’s com- 
manders for confiscating the private property of the inhabitants of 
St Eustatius and St Martins, they tremble for the approaching ruin 
not only of such inhabitants being foreigners but also of many of 
your majesty’s loyal subjects having property there. 

They further beg leave to represent that the private property of 
the English inhabitants of the islands captured from this kingdom 
are still at the mercy of our enemies and that even in those which 
remain unconquered very little private property can be defended 
from the inroad and depredation of the enemy should that unfor- 
tunate and uncivilized sistem of war again take place. And it would 
add to the misfortune and grief of your majesty’s loyal subjects 
should it be introduced by the example of Great Britain so justly 
famed for its equity and moderation. | 

For all these reasons they most earnestly implore your majesty to 
give such directions for the security of the private property found at 
the islands of St Eustatius and St Martins as may relieve them from 
the distress of mind they labor under. They do not ask for any 
regulation from which the enemies of this kingdom may derive an 
improper advantage but wish for such as may secure the state from 
any ill consequences which a supply of any part of that property to 
its enemies would naturally produce. 

1 Together with petitions from the West India planters and merchants and 


the Corporation of Liverpool, this petition was referred by the Privy Council 
to a committee on 11 April 1781 (APC (Col), 1766-83, pp. 506-7). 
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On 20 February 1782 the committee considered petitioning in favour of 
a bill before Parliament for prohibiting the practice of ransoming ships 
taken by the enemy. This bill, in the drafting of which Brickdale 
assisted, passed through Parliament without opposition. 

The Hall agreed on 6 March 1783 to send a petition to the Commons 
that Arkwright’s patent should be complied with.? 


6 March 1783 HC Arkwright’s patent ~-.99 


That by the votes of the House it appears that Richard Arkwright 
Esq. of Cromford in the county of Derby, cotton manufacturer, has 
prayed the House to extend his patent for the exclusive right of 
manufacturing cotton into yarn. 

That they presume the extension of such a patent will be highly 
injurious to the manufactory of cotton and consequently to the 
general commerce of the kingdom. 

Pray that the patent may not be extended. 


Following an appeal from London West India merchants, a petition 
was drawn up on 14 June 1784 concerning the conditions of commercial 
intercourse between North America and the sugar colonies. 


14 June 1784 HC West Indies trade SMV PRH 1783-4 


That the welfare of this city and port and of thousands of manu- 
facturers dependent thereon is so interwoven with the welfare of his 
majesty’s colonies in the West Indies that whatsoever affects and 
lessens the prosperity of the latter must unavoidably affect and 
lessen that of the former. 

That the welfare of the said colonys appears greatly to depend on 
a ready vent of their rum in exchange of lumber and provisions. 

That it appears also to your petitioners that the landed interest 
of this kingdom may also be greatly benefitted by the colonies having 
such a vent for that article of their produce as the more extensive 
the market is the less probability there certainly will be of a jarring 


1 22 Geo. III c. 71. Brickdale sent printed copies of the bill and arguments 
in support of it to his constituents (SMV Correspondance, 1 March 1782). 

2 The same month the Society declined to support protests against the in- 
creased sugar duties which were included in the wine excise bill. Despite the 
protests of the Bristol, Bath and Glasgow sugar merchants, the bill became 
law (23 Geo. IIT c. 76). 

8 Presented by Brickdale on 10 March (CJ XXXIX, 285). Traders from 
other towns and cotton manufacturers protested and the opposition was 
successful. The Parliamentary committee to which the question was referred 
did not even present are port. For Arkwright’s campaign to preserve his 
patent rights, see Paul Mantoux, The Industrial Revolution in the Eighteenth 
Century (London, 1928), pp. 232-3. 
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interest arising or increasing between the West India and British 
distillerys. 

That they conceive that the articles of lumber and provisions, 
which are absolutely necessary for the West India colonies on the 
most reasonable terms, cannot at this time be sufficiently furnished 
by the colonies in America which remain dependant on this kingdom 
nor will it happen, in their opinion, for a long period to come. Neither 
can such colonies in America afford a suitable market for the great 
quantities of West India rum and British spirits which the prosperity 
of the mother country and the colonies requires a vent for. 

That they are of opinion that the ships and vessells of this nation 
cannot afford to carry to the West India colonies the great quantity 
of lumber and provisions which they want at the easy rate that it is 
necessary for them to purchase it at, even though no opposition to 
such a measure arose from the policy of the dominions now forming 
the United States of America. And that on the other hand if a free 
trade for such articles was allowed to the ships and vessells of those 
states not exceeding a reasonable limitted tonnage it does not appear 
to your petitioners that the trade of this nation must be at all 
injured thereby. 

That under the impression of the above ideas it appears to them to 
be highly for the benefit of this nation as involved with the fate of 
the West India islands to take off the prohibition lately issued 
whereby the carriage of the above articles between those islands and 
the United States of America is restricted to British-built ships. 

Pray the House to take the premisses into consideration and to 
pursue such measures as they shall see fit for the common benefit of 
this kingdom and her colonies.1 


On 11 March 1785 it was ordered that a petition be presented to the 
House of Commons praying to be heard by counsel against the resolu- 
tions for regulating trade put forward in the Irish Parliament. Further 
consideration of the question was referred to the standing committee 
who were empowered to petition the Lords if necessary.? 


II March 1785 HC Inish trade pp.Ior-2 


That they observe by the votes of the House of Commons in 
Ireland that certain general propositions as a foundation for new 


1 The first draft had ‘remaining colonies’. 


2 Early in 1785 the Society, like the Corporation, the Grand Jury, and 
local tradesmen, send a memorial to the Treasury in support of the conti- 
nuance and extension of the mail coach service which had been introduced 
by John Palmer in 1784 (SMV B/P 12 Feb. 1785; R. C. Tombs, The Bristol 
Royal Mail (Bristol, no date). 
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regulations of the commerce between Great Britain and Ireland has 
been voted by that House from which, if agreed to by the legisla- 
ture of the country, they entertain great apprehensions that most 
important evil consequence will ensue to its trade and manufactures 
and eventually to the landed interest. 

That the manufacturer in Great Britain being obliged to advance 
to Government the heavy duties and excise imposed upon him, 
cannot support a competition against the Irish manufacturer, who 
bearing no part of this burthen, can carry on an equally extensive 
trade with a much smaller capital. 

That the just retribution which our American colonies make for 
the expence of their establishment for the support they receive by 
our exclusive consumption of their produce and for the protection 
afforded them by our Navy will not longer exist, if liberty be given 
to import West Indian productions either in their raw or manu- 
factured state from Ireland. Greater opportunity will be afforded for 
the illicit introduction of them and this country will be deprived of 
the advantage arising from the supply of its own markets to which 
it is intitled both from justice and policy. Similar mischief would 
accrue to the revenue and to the carrying trade of Great Britain if 
the import of foreign produce from Ireland be generally allowed. 

That they entertain the most cordial wishes for the increase and 
extension of the Irish commerce and manufactures in every circum- 
stance not productive of essential detriment to those of Great 
Britain and they beg leave to submit to the wisdom of this house, 
whether, if the spirit of those resolutions should be adopted it will be 
possible to prevent such evil unless the legislature of Ireland will 
consent to impose duties on importation from foreign states, equal 
to those now payable in Great Britain, the manufacturer[s] of Great 
Britain and Ireland be placed upon an equal footing in respect to 
the burthens they bear, and the staples of both kingdoms be rendered 
liable to equal duties on import each into the other. 

Pray the House, that when the particular detail of the proposed 
regulations shall be before the house they may be heard by them- 
selves or Council, respecting the same; or that the house will afford 
them such other effectual relief, in the premises as it shall judge meet. 


1 For a discussion of the Commercial Propositions see O’Brien, Economic 
History of Iveland, pp. 249-68: Murray, Commercial Relations, pp. 236-63: 
and Mantoux, Industrial Revolution, p. 390. And see below, pp. 156-7. 
Presented on 21 March (CJ XL, 750). Petitions were also sent from Bristol 
by a public meeting of merchants and traders, sugar refiners, glass makers 
and iron manufacturers and from many other places (CJ XL, 640, 751, 857, 
972, 987). See below p.156. 
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On 12 March the standing committee recommended that the Society 
should join the Association in London for resisting the Irish trade regula- 
tions and a week later a delegation was sent to London for this purpose. 
On 26 March the West India Association urged local manufacturers to 
send up petitions against the Irish proposals. A copy of a memorial 
from the planters and others of Dominica to the Lords of Trade was 
read. 


26 March 1785 LC/T(M) Dominica free ports p.102 


That the Island of Dominica and the free ports established therein 
have been found by experience to be of singular use and benefit to 
the commerce of this kingdom by opening a market for great 
quantitys of its manufactures and also to the trade carried on to 
Africa. 

That the terms limitted by the Acts of the 6th and 13th of his 
present majesty whereby the ports were opened being expired and 
the sovereigns of other nations having opened ports in their respec- 
tive islands the trade of this kingdom and of the island of Dominica 
will be greatly affected whilst that of our rivals will be proportion- 
ably increased. 

Pray that a petition may be brought into Parliament for renewing 
the said Acts of the 8th and 13th of his present majesty with such 
alterations and additions as shall seem meet. 


On 25 April the cornfactors of Bristol represented to the Society that 
a Bill then before Parliament would be highly injurious to them as 
tending to establish a monopoly in London. It was agreed that a peti- 
tion against the Bill should be sent to the city M.P.s. 


25 April 1785 HC Export of grain p.103 


That they observe that a Bill is brought into the House for ex- 
plaining amending and rendering more effectual an Act passed in the 
twenty-first year of his present majesty King George the Third 
intituled, ‘““An Act for further regulating and ascertaining the im- 
portation and exportation of corn and grain within several ports 


1 This memorial was delivered by Cruger (SMV PRH 1784-85). The Jamaica 
free port had been renewed in 1780 (21 Geo. ITI c. 29) until 1787 but the 
Dominica provision had been allowed to lapse in 1780 (see above p. 124). 
During 1784 and 1785 petitions were sent to the Government from Lancaster 
and Liverpool as well as Bristol on the subject of free ports. After much 
consideration by the Board of Trade and Commissioners of Customs a new 
free port Act (27 Geo. III c. 27), which applied to Jamaica, Dominica, Grenada 
New Providence, was passed in 1787 (Armytage, Free Port System, pp. 52-60). 
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and places therein mentioned and for extending the powers and 
provisions thereof to all places within that part of Great Britain 
called England.’’! 

That they conceive that the provisions of the Bill if it was to pass 
into a law would tend to deprive the port of Bristol from obtaining 
a foreign supply, even in times of the greatest need and establish a 
monopoly of the corn trade in the port of London. 

That considerable districts in the several counties which are 
situate near or have communication with the port of Bristol do not 
grow corn sufficient for their own consumption but depend chiefly 
on the Bristol market for a supply. 

That any attempt to regulate the importation of corn and grain 
into the port of Bristol by the price of corn at the exchange within 
the City of London would be injurious in the extream to Bristol and 
its dependencies. 

Pray to be heard by themselves or counsel against the Bill and 
that the same may not pass into a law.? 


17 May 1785 HC Inish trade p.104 


That they observe by the votes of the House that the leading 
proposition for regulating the commercial intercourse between Great 
Britain and Ireland has been agreed to, but that many alterations 
have been introduced by the Committee of this House of the pur- 
port of which they are not fully informed. They therefore conceiving 
their interest as a commercial and manufacturing city very materially 
concerned in so important a business as the adjustment for ever of 
the reciprocal trade of the two kingdoms, pray that proper time may 
be given them to weigh well and consider the nature and probable 
effects of the alterations and whether they tend to give such relief 
to them as they in their former petitions presented to the House 
respecting the Irish Resolutions pray’d for.® 


1 21 Geo. III c. 50. 


2 This petition was presented on 4 May (CJ XL, 931). The Corporation of 
Bristol was amongst other bodies petitioning. The opposition was sufficient 
to secure the rejection of the bill at its second reading (CJ XL, 1000). 


3 Presented on 19 May by Brickdale (CJ XL, 998). The merchants and 
traders of Bristol petitioned a few days later (CJ XL, 1003). The opposition 
this proposal aroused delayed the introduction of legislation and the bill 
was not introduced until 2 August, the day Parliament was prorogued (CJ 
XL, 1167). 
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On 11 May 1786 a petition to the House of Commons in support of 
the Bill for rendering more effectual the Act for rebuilding Bristol 
Bridge was approved.t 


rr May 1786 HC Bristol Bridge pp.106-7 


That they observe by the votes of the House that a Bill is brought 
in “for amending and rendering more effectual an Act made in the 
thirty-third year of the reign of his late majesty King George the 
Second for rebuilding, widening and enlarging the bridge near the 
River Avon in the city of Bristol and erecting a temporary bridge 
adjoining, and for widening the streets, lanes, ways and passages 
leading thereto, and for building another bridge over some other 
part of the River within the City (if necessary) and for opening proper 
ways and passages thereto, and for making a way from the Bridge 
already built to Temple Street in the said City.”’ | 

That they observe also that a petition hath been presented, 
praying to be heard against the Bill. 

That they are of opinion that the making a commodious opening 
from the bridge to Temple Street is a convenience highly necessary 
to the accommodation, as well of the inhabitants of Bristol as all 
persons resorting thereto from Hampshire, Wiltshire, Dorsetshire, 
Bath, and great part of Somersetshire. 

That they from the general and known characters of the trustees 
have not the least suspicion that they have been guilty of mis- 
management, and from the enquiry they have made they cannot 
find that they have been guilty of any. But of any mismanagement 
had happened they hope that the misconduct of any set of men 
would not be suffered to operate to the prevention of so great an 
improvement of this City. 

Pray that the said Bill may pass into Law.? 


On 24 May a similar petition to the House of Lords was sealed. 


1Cruger and Brickdale had assisted in drafting the measure which was 
introduced into Parliament on 17 Feb. 1786 (CJ XLI, 214). There was 
considerable opposition in Bristol (see Bristol Journal, 25 Feb.; 10 March; 
25 March and 1 April) which forced the withdrawal of the original bill and its 
redrafting. The new bill was submitted on 28 April (CJ XLI, 637). The 
Trustees explained the new proposals in the Bristol Journal, 6 May 1736. 
See Latimer, Annals, pp. 334-6; Ison, Georgian Buildings, pp. 114-123. 


2 Presented on 16 May (CJ XLI, 813). The Corporation also petitioned in 
support but some local opposition continued. 
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30 May 1786 AL Bristol Bridge Act LJ XXXVII, 497 


[The petition was identical with that presented to the Commons, save 
that the second paragraph of the Commons petition was omitted.] 


Ordered, to be laid on the table until the bill be read a second 
time. 


8 Aug 1786 Loyal Address p.107 


Your majesty’s most dutifull and loyal subjects the master, 
wardens and commonalty of the Society of Merchant Venturers of 
the city of Bristol deeply impressed with horror at the late attempt 
on your majesty’s sacred life, and with lively gratitude to the 
Supreme Disposer of all events for its defeat humbly beg leave to 
approach the throne and express these their unfeigned sentiments. 

It is an alleviation of their pain, Royal Sir, when they reflect that 
the act which they lament appears to be the effect of natural in- 
sanity; and other they trust it cannot be; and they humbly express 
a wish that your majesty’s paternal condescension may never again 
expose your royal person to so flagitious an attempt. 

May your majesty long live in the full enjoyment of the dutifull 
obedience of your subjects, and of the love and affection of your 
royal consort and progeny; and late, very late may your majesty 
be succeeded by your well beloved son and inheritor, they doubt not, 
of your majesty’s many princely virtues.” 


On 7 November a memorial from the African Committee was con- 
sidered and on 16 January 1787 it was agreed to send a memorial on 
the question of the African trade. 


[z6 Jan 1787] Lord Sydney(M)? African Trade pp.108-9 


That the trade to Africa constitutes a very important branch of 
the British commerce annually employing a great number of ships 
with valuable cargoes, consisting in a great measure, of the produce 
and manufactures of this Country. 

That the British settlements in the West Indies, those grand sup- 
ports of the revenue, navigation and trade of this kingdom, are 
indebted to the African trade for their present flourishing state, and 


1 Presented on 30 May, (LJ XXXVII, 397). The bill passed through 
Parliament and received the royal assent on 27 July 1786 (26 Geo. III c. 3). 


2 An attempt to stab George III was made on 2 Aug. 1786 by a woman 
named Margaret Nicholson. 


3 Lord Sydney was Home Secretary from Dec. 1783—June 1789. 
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are so closely connected with, and dependant on the importation from 
Africa that they must necessarily stand or fall together. 

That different European nations have endeavoured to obtain a 
share of this valuable branch of commerce; but the French aiming 
at more than a share only, have repeatedly tried every exertion of 
art and violence to supplant us wholly, by encroaching upon our 
settlements and possessions, and destroying our interest with the 
natives. 

That they are very deeply alarmed, with the certain account 
received, that the French have actually landed a very large force, 
supported by considerable armaments, and have begun to erect a 
fort mounted with cannon to defend the same, at a place called 
Amissa, a few miles distant from Anamaboe, our principal slaving 
port upon the Gold Coast. This we apprehend is a direct violation 
of the 12th article of the late treaty of peace with France. 

That they have too much reason to fear, that unless speedy 
exertions are made to defeat such threatening measures, our African 
trade will receive a fatal blow, more dangerous in its consequences 
than the loss of that trade alone. 

Pray that your Lordship will be pleased to recommend such 
measures as the security of our commerce, the honour and dignity 
of the nation and the welfare of its dependancies, shall appear to 
require. 


A memorial was sent to the Commissioners of the Customs on 7 
February 1788 praying that the collector and controller in Bristol be 
restrained from granting permission to land goods at a private wharf 
unless the cargo was the property of the owner of the wharf or for his 
particular trade. 


[7 Feb 1788] Commissioners of Customs(M) Customs SMV PRH 


That great quantities of timber, deals, staves, mahogany, tar, 
pitch, rosin and turpentine are imported into the port of Bristol and 
there not being room within convenient distance from the Quay for 
stowing the same, they were through necessity suffered to remain on 
the quays whereby they were greatly incumbered and the danger of 
fire to the ships in the port was much, dreaded. 

That your memorialists, with a view to provide a remedy for the 
aforesaid inconveniences, purchased certain docks in the parish of 
Clifton in the county of Gloucester and at a considerable expence 
rendered one of the said docks, called the Floating Dock, capable of 
receiving and floating the largest ships using the port. 
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‘That by an Act of Parliament in the [sixteenth] year of the reign 
of his present majesty to remove the danger of fire amongst the 
ships in the port and for preventing the landing of certain commodi- 
ties on the present quays, and for providing a convenient quay and 
proper places for landing and storing the same, your memorialists 
were impowered to purchase lands for further inlarging the Floating 
Dock and to make a convenient quay with warehouses, sheds and 
yards for landing, storing and laying up the before-mentioned articles. 

That by such Act all persons were prohibited under a penalty of 
fifty pounds (unless in the cases after mentioned) from landing the 
articles on any part of the quays of the port from any vessel coming 
into the port, two-thirds of whose cargo should consist of any of the 
said articles but the same are required to be landed at the Floating 
Dock and the new intended quay. 


That it was declared nothing therein contained should extend to 
prevent any person from landing any of the commodities at any 
private wharf where the same might then or at any time thereafter 
(by the consent of the proper officers of his majesty’s Customs) be 
landed nor upon the Quay of Bristol upon producing a certificate as 
thereby directed that a birth could not be had at the Floating Dock. 

That, to defray the expense of making and supporting the new 
quay and the storehouses, yards, sheds and places to be made for the 
aforesaid purposes, the several rates for the aforesaid commodities 
specified in the schedule to the said Act were payable to your 
memorialists. 

That, in the faith and credit of the said Act of Parliament, they 
purchased ground adjoining to the Floating Dock and greatly 
enlarged the same and provided warehouses, sheds and other con- 
veniences near thereto and expended divers very considerable sums 
of money therein. 

That the Collector and Controller in the port of Bristol have lately 
given permission to several vessels laden with the articles which by 
the said Act of Parliament are required to be landed at the Floating 
Dock, to discharge their cargoes at private wharfs and that in in- 
stances where such commodities were not the property of the owners 
of such wharfs, nor for their particular trades, and where no special 
circumstances, required such indulgence; by means whereof the 
evils are continued which the Act of Parliament was intended to 
redress. | 

Pray that you will be pleased to give strict and positive orders to 
the Collector and Controller of the port not to grant permission to 
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any vessels to discharge their cargoes at private wharfs (in cases 
where the same by the Act of Parliament are required to be dis- 
charged at the Floating Dock) unless such cargoes shall be the pro- 
perty of the owner of such wharf or for his particular trade, or 
unless some good reasons can be shewn why such permission should 
be given; and that such permission may not be extended indiscrimi- 
nately to all vessels applying for the same to the very great loss and 
detriment of your memorialists.1 


A memorial was sent to the Lords Commissioners of Trade on 6 
March 1788 on the importance of the African trade. 


6 March 1788 LCTP(M)? African trade Report, pp.82-3 


That your Memorialists understanding it hath been ordered by 
his majesty in Council that your Lordships should enquire into the 
present state of the Africa trade, particularly as far as relates to the 
manner of obtaining slaves on the coast of Africa, and the importa- 
tion and sale thereof in the British or foreign colonies and settle- 
ments, and as far as relates to the effects and consequences of this 
trade both in Africa and the colonies, and to the general commerce 
of the Kingdom; conceive it their duty humbly to submit to your 
Lordships the following considerations. 

That the trade to Africa constitutes a very important branch in 
the British commerce, annually employing at least two hundred 
ships in the different ports of this Kingdom, with valuable cargoes 
consisting in a great measure of the manufactures of this Country. 

That the British settlements in the West Indies, those grand 
supports of the revenue, nagivation and commerce of this Kingdom, 
are indebted to the African trade for their present flourishing state 
and are so closely connected with and dependent on the importation 
from Africa that they must necessarily stand or fall together. 

That different European nations have endeavoured to obtain a 
share in this valuable branch of commerce and particularly the 
French and Spaniards give the greatest encouragement to it; and 
were this country to agree that it should be abolished, it would be 
eagerly seized on by other nations, deprive us of the benefit of fitting 
out annually a great number of ships, be a very great detriment to 


1 This matter was still being discussed in February 1790 (SMV PRH). 
2 Committee of the Lords of the Council for trade and foreign plantations. 
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our manufactures, and terminate in the ruin of our British settle- 
ments in the West Indies. 

Pray that such evidence may be heard by your Lordships as they 
have to adduce on the several matters referred to your Lordships 
consideration. 


On 5 July a petition to the Lords was drawn opposing the proposed 
African trade regulation bill.? 


5 July 1788 HL African trade pp.I09g-10 


That they are informed there is a Bill now depending, before your 
Lordships for regulating the African slave trade. 


That the Lords of his majesty’s Privy Councel for Trade and 
Foreign Plantations having directed enquiries to be made in the 
several British West India islands and answers to be transmitted 
from whence to judge of the expediency and importance of the trade; 
they hoped no measures would be taken relative thereto until such 
answers should be received and full time given for the consideration 
of a subject in which the revenue, navigation and trade ot the king- 
dom are so materially concerned. 

That they conceive the regulations of the Bill, if the same shall 
pass, will not only very much injure the trade, but will, when it shall 
be known in our colonies, excite such a spirit of mutiny as gives to 
your petitioners the most serious concern for their safety and for 
that of the free inhabitants. 

Pray that the Bill may not pass into a law and that a sufficient 
force may be immediately sent to the Island of Jamaica to prevent 


these consequencies which from recent advices there is the greatest 
reason to dread. 


1 John Vaughan wrote on 18 March 1788 that hehad presented the memorial 
on that day to the Lords in Council and on 20 March W. Faulkner wrote from 
the office of the committee of the Privy Council for trade that their Lordships 
would be ready to enter upon an examination of those deputed to support 
the allegations of the Society on Tuesday next. This petition is printed in 
Report of the Lords of the Committee of Council Appointed for the Consideration 
of all Matters relating to Tvade and Foreign Plantations, 1789, p. 83. This 
matter was still being discussed in February 1790 (see letter, 6 Feb. 1790: 
SMV PRH, 1789-90). 

2A letter from the African Office of the Committee of the Company of 
Merchants trading to Africa had invited information on 16 Feb. 1788 about 
the state of the trade (SMV PRH, 1787-88). 

3 Presented by the Duke of Chandos and ordered to lie on the table on 7 
July (LJ XXXVIII, 261). A petition from the Bristol West India planters 
and merchants, signed by William Miles, the Chairman of the West India 
Society, was presented on 3 July. There is a copy in Mss. House of Lords. 
The opposition was unsucessful and the bill became law (28 Geo. III c. 54). 
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On 27 September 1788 a memorial was sent to the Treasury against 
the rigorous execution of the Act of 1786 concerning the production of 
manifests and on 3 October William Gordon and T. Daniel were asked 
to go to London in support of the Society’s position. 


20 Oct 1788 =LC/T Mantfest Act SMV PRH 1787-8 


That, by an Act passed in the twenty-sixth year of the reign of his 
present majesty for regulating the production of manifests and for 
other purposes it is enacted that no goods or commodities shall be 
brought into Great Britain, from any place beyond the seas in any 
vessell whatever belonging in the whole or in part to his majesty’s 
subjects, unless the master or person in command shall have on 
board a manifest containing the names of the places where the goods 
in such manifest mentioned, shall have been laden or taken on 
board, and a just, true, correct and particular account of all the 
cargo and of all packages of goods so laden or taken on board, with 
the several and respective marks thereon; and of the particulars of 
the cargo which is stowed loose and of the foregoing particulars in 
words at length vizt. the several and respective numbers of the 
packages, with a particular description thereof as is more fully 
expressed the said bill. 

That, where there is not the smallest intention of fraud, errors 
must unavoidably frequently happen, from the hurry in which vessels 
are loaded to avail themselves of particular seasonal circumstances, 
from goods being put on board whilst the captain is of necessity 
absent, from their being markt and numbered by wharfingers by 
mistake, not agreeably to the planters and merchants directions, and 
from a variety of other circumstances and; that such marks and 
numbers are extreemly liable to be defaced or obliterated. 

That this has in effect been found to be the case since the passing 
of such Act although the merchants have to the utmost of their 
power endeavoured to comply with its regulations. That they have 
sustained great loss and been much obstructed in carrying on their 
lawful trade by the vigorous construction and execution of the Act, 
particularly by the officers of excise, who have made considerable 
seizures on account of the most trifling variations between the des- 
cription in the manifest and the marks and numbers of the packages 
although the same have substantially agreed; and that they have 
been refused redress by the Commissioners of Excise even in the 
clearest cases and where it was impossible any fraud could have been 
intended. 
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Pray your Lordships to give such directions to the Boards of 
Customs and Excise as may afford immediate relief to those mer- 
chants whose goods are already or may be seized in consequences of 
the provisions of the said Act in all those circumstances in which no 
fraud shall appear to have been designed. And that some permanent 
regulations may be submitted to the next sessions of Parliament 
which may as effectually secure the public revenue and not be atten- 
ded with such inconveniences to the fair trader and to the commerce 
of the kingdom in general.! 


Together with the Corporation and the citizens at large, the Society 
sent a loyal address on the King’s recovery. 


14 March 1789 Loyal address p.tr0 


Deign most gracious sovereign to accept the sincere congratula- 
tions of your dutiful subjects, the master, wardens, and commonalty 
of the Society of Merchant Venturers of the city of Bristol, upon the 
restoration of your majesty’s health and your resumption of the 
reins of government. 

The pressure of actual and the fear of future evils arising from the 
state of your majesty’s disorder, plunged your faithful subjects into 
the most anxious solicitude as well for your personal welfare as for 
the interests of the nation at large. 

Under such impressions of mind, we render thanks to the Almighty 
King of Kings who hath so speedily restored your majesty to the 
fervent prayers of a grateful people. 

May that providence which hath repeatedly delivered the British 
nation from the most imminent dangers preserve your sacred life 
and health unto the latest period of mortality. May it inspire your 
royal issue with a just and earnest emulation of your virtues that so 
that happiness which we now enjoy and that constitution under 
which we glory to live, may remain to our latest posterity the envy 


1 The manifest act was 26 Geo. III c. 40. Designed to check smuggling it 
required the production of a cargo list, signed by the master of the vessel. 
Heavy penalties included the seizure of cargoes. Bristol merchants protested 
against a system by which owners were punished for the negligence of their 
crews. Only minor changes were made to the Act asa result of the protests 
and its general principles remained unaltered (Underdown, ‘Parliamentary 
History’, pp. 356-7). Two examples cited were those of Messrs. Weare who 
stated they had had a puncheon of rum seized because it had a chalk instead 
of an inscribed mark and Messrs Daniels who had 5 puncheons seized because 
they were inscribed U and not V. (SMV PRH, 1787-88). 
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of foreign nations and the perpetual felicity of our own. 


On 3 April? all those interested in the Africa trade were invited to 
meet at Hall on 13 April.3 At this second meeting resolutions were 
passed and on 25 April it was agreed to present a petition on the African 
trade. 


12 May 1789 HC African slave trade C] XLIV, 352 


That they think it their duty to represent to the House the very 
great and serious apprehensions they cannot but feel for the commer- 
cial interests of the city, and for the kingdom in general, on learning 
that, on the proposed consideration in the House of the circum- 
stances complained of in the petitions against the slave trade, a 
motion is intended to be made for its total abolition; and that the 
trade to Africa does, in itself, constitute a very considerable part of 
the British commerce and, if it should be abolished, the West India 
colonies cannot be cultivated to their present extent, but must 
inevitably decline, and give a decided superiority, both in com- 
merce and naval strength to rival nations; and that the welfare and 
prosperity of those colonies, depending on the continuance of the 


1 George III’s insanity lasted from November 1788 until 10 March 1789 
when he announced to Parliament, through commissioners, his return to 
health. Congratulatory addresses on the king’s recovery came also from the 
Corporation and the citizens at large (Bristol Journal, 28 March 1789). In 
addition the freedom of the Society was presented to Lord Thurlow, Lord 
Camden and William Pitt, leading members of the Government. This action 
also indicates ‘that the: predominance which the Whigs long possessed 
in the Society had been wrested from them by their political opponents’ 
(Latimer, Annals, p. 485). Butsee above p. 141. Thereis a draft of the address 
in SMV PRH 1788-89 which is endorsed: It was read first by J. Osborne 
fully as within stated, afterwards in committee the words under which lines 
are drawn were omitted and those in the margin inserted. The changes were: 
(a) Instead of ‘for the interests of the nation at large’ the draft read, ‘for the 
promotion of all those schemes for advancing public credit, encouraging 
national economy, extending commerce, increasing the revenue, acquiring 
respect abroad and maintaining peace at home, instituted under your more 
immediate auspices.’ And (b) after ‘grateful people’ was added the passage 
‘and to your majesty, your crown with all its prerogatives of sovereignty 
preserved intire and undiminished, by the sagacious attention and persevering 
fidelity of those to whom you had committed the administration of your 
government’. 


2 There is a copy of this advertisement in SMV PRH 1788-89. 


8 At this meeting on 13 April ‘the vexatious conduct of the Board of Excise 
respecting cancelling bonds given for the due exportation of rum to Ireland’ 
was considered and a petition of ‘the merchants of Bristol’ concerned in this 
trade to the Lords of the Treasury was drawn up. It asked that merchants 
in Bristol and Liverpool should be placed on the same liberal footing as the 
London merchants and that the prosecutions already commenced be sus- 
pended. A covering letter noted that a petition had also been transmitted 
from Liverpool (SMV PRH 1788-89). 
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trade, and the encouragement given to it, it becomes a great national 
object not to be hazarded in an experiment which, without the con- 
currence of other powers, cannot be of any service to those it is 
intended to relieve; and that the numerous classes of planters, 
merchants, creditors, and others, whose property will be injured, 
will have a claim on the justice of the public for a compensation, 
increasing the burthens of the state, and at the same time diminish- 
ing the resources for their discharge: and therefore praying, that the 
intended measure may not be adopted but that, should the interests 
of humanity be thought to require further regulations, they may 
meet that cool and dispassionate enquiry which a question of so 
much national importance demands.! 


As the result of a petition from the cornfactors about the corn Bill 
which proposed that Somerset, Gloucestershire, Monmouthshire and 
Bristol should be one area with a common average price, it was agreed 
on 26 April 1789 to send a petition to the Commons on the lines of the 
cornfactors’ petition.? 


27 April 1789 HC Corn regulation bill C]XLIV, 296 


That, in the bill now depending for explaining the Act of the 
twenty-first year of his present majesty, for regulating and ascer- 
taining the importation of corn and grain within the several ports 
and places therein mentioned, is inserted a clause, prohibiting the 
importation of corn or grain, ground into meal or flour, or made into 
bread or biscuit (except from Ireland) and, they conceive, however 
politic it may be, in most cases, to give all encouragement and 
employment to the manufactures and subjects of the kingdom, yet 
that this principle should not be applied to any article of provision, 
as any restrictions or difficulty in procuring the same, may be 
attended with the most fatal consequences: and that, by the bill, 
the city of Bristol and the adjoining counties of Somerset, Gloucester 


11In all, six petitions from Bristol were presented to the Commons, from 
the Corporation, the African merchants and traders, the West India planters, 
the principal manufacturers &c, and the Newfoundland merchants. These 
petitions were referred to the committee of the whole House. At the close 
of the debate, Wilberforce’s resolutions were withdrawn, but the Act of the 
previous session was strengthened and renewed (29 Geo. III c. 66). The 
draft of this petition, agreed at Hall, 26 April 1789, is in SMV PRH 1788-89. 
See also Donnan, Documents, II, 602-12. 


2 A copy of the corn factors’ petition is to be found in SMV Papers read 
at Hall, 25 April 1789. 
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and Monmouth are formed into a district, and the average 
prices of such district (to be ascertained and returned as in the bill 
is mentioned) are to govern all the ports therein, as well with respect 
to the importation as to the drawback to be allowed on exportation; 
and that the city of Bristol being very large and populous, the corn 
raised in the said counties is chiefly brought to that market, and, as 
the prices there must be increased by the charges of freight, carriage, 
and commission, they conceive that those prices should be the 
standard for that district, and that the port of Bristol should not 
be annexed to or regulated by the prices at the small towns in the 
said counties, where the expences of carriage &c. have not been 
incurred, and this is the case with respect to the port of London, 
which gives the prices for the adjoining counties of Kent and Essex; 
and that the prices at which the ports are to be opened are, under the 
provisions of the bill, to be fixed by the returns of the average prices 
in each district to be made by the Receiver of Corn Returns previous 
to every General Quarter Sessions of the Peace, and they conceive, 
should the Bill pass into a law, it would be found more convenient and 
beneficial, if more frequent periods were fixed for the making of such 
returns; and that the importation of corn in the port of Bristol has 
been governed, for a century past, by the returns made by the Grand 
Jury at the Quarter Sessions, which regulation, they submit, is more 
easy in practice, and less complex and burthensome, than the 
provisions of the Bill: and therefore praying, that the Bill may not 
pass into a law, or, if the Bill should pass, that the clauses pro- 
hibiting the importation of corn or grain ground into meal or flour, 
or made into bread or biscuits, may not be adopted, and that the 
prices of corn or grain in the port of Bristol may be the standard of 
the district wherein it is included, and that the returns for regulating 
importations may be more frequent, and for such other relief in the 
premises as to the House shall seem meet. 

Ordered, that the petition be referred to the consideration of the 
committee, to whom the Bill to explain and amend an Act, made in 
the twenty-first year of the reign of his present Majesty, intituled, 
‘An Act for further regulating and ascertaining the importation and 
exportation of corn and grain within several ports and places therein 
mentioned’, is committed.! 


1 During the committee stage, Cruger tried to ensure that Bristol should 
constitute a separate district but his proposal was rejected (SMV Corres- 
pondance, 29 April 1789). The measure was also opposed by the Corporation 
of Bristol. For the corn law of 1789 (20 Geo. III c. 58) see Barnes, English 
Corn Laws, pp. 51-2. A draft copy of the petition, dated 26 April 1789 is 
in SMV PRH 1788-89. 
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A memorial concerning the export of rum was also drawn up on 25 
April 17891 and a further petition on the slave trade was drafted on 3 
July. This latter memorial was sent to Cruger but was not presented. 
Later that year the Society were asked by Yarmouth to support the 
attempt to secure a repeal of the clauses against smuggling in the recent 
excise acts which allowed the seizure of vessels which had liquor on 
board in a form which contravened these acts. Early in 1790 the Society 
conferred with members not free of the Hall on the question.? No peti- 
tion was drafted but the Society agreed to co-operate with members of 
other outports to seek relief and asked the M.P.s to appeal to the 
Treasury on their behalf. On 6 March the Hall ordered that a petition 
should be sent to Parliament to obtain a clause to give some proportion 
of the forfeited wages of men in African ships to the Society for the 
benefit of the Seamen’s Hospital.® ; 


Several of the tobacco manufacturers of Bristol attended the Hall on 
12 April 1790 to state their grievances against the proposed tobacco 
bill as a result of which it was agreed to send a petition to the Commons 
against the Bill. 


14 April 1790 HC Tobacco Act CJ] XLV, 389 


That they are fully convinced the laws of excise are not only 
hostile to our free and happy constitution, but that they depress the 
spirit of trade and manufacture, on which the national opulence 
depends, and although the revenue may derive a temporary in- 
crease from their exertion, yet it will most certainly, in the event, 
wholly defeat the purpose it was intended to promote: and that they 
apprehend, from the experience of the manufacturers of tobacco in 
the city, that the Act passed in the last session of Parliament,* apply- 
ing to them this system of laws, is extremely oppressive, and subjects 
the fair trader to penalties which, with all his caution, he cannot 


Several merchants had been threatened with prosecution of the excise 
regulations relating to the export of rum to Ireland. There was no immediate 
outcome because of ‘the usual procrastination of great boards’ (H. Cruger 
to SMV, 2 May 1789). A further memorial was submitted in 1790 because 
the Excise Department was proceeding with the prosecutions. Philips, a 
representative for Somerset, secured the withdrawal of the prosecutions 
(Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 361). 

2 There is correspondance from the shipowners of Hull and a copy of the 
resolutions passed at a meeting of the merchants, traders and shipholders of 
Bristol on 4 Jan. 1790 in SMV PRH 1789-90. No legislative action resulted 
(Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 361). 

3 Under an Act of 1797 (37 Geo. II c. 73) the wages of seamen in the slave 
trade who deserted in the West Indies were forfeited, one-third going to the 
Receiver—General of Sixpences for the benefit of Greenwich Hospital. At 
Bristol the amounts involved were very small, indicating Bristol’s small stake 
in the slave trade in the 1790s. (see Davis, ‘Seamen’s sixpences’, p. 332 nN. 4). 


84 29 Geo. III c. 68. 
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avoid: and therefore praying that the Act may be repealed; and that 
the excise laws may not be further extended, to the destruction of 
those principles of liberty which distinguish this nation from arbi- 
trary governments.! 


On 4 May the master was asked to memorialise the Treasury to stop 
the prosecutions of those concerned to export rum to Ireland. 


‘4 Mayr1790 LC[T Export of rum to Ireland SMV PRH 1789-90 


That upwards of a year since prosecutions were commenced in the 
Court of Exchequer against several of the merchants and traders 
in this city, on the bonds entered into on the exportation of rum to 
Ireland but that, on stating their case by memorial to your lord- 
ships, the same were suspended till the last term when they were | 
renewed. That the collector of excise refuses to deliver up the bonds 
to be cancelled where the quantity expressed in them exceeds in a 
small degree the certificate of the landing from the proper officer in 
Ireland. 

That the rums are exported immediately from under the king’s 
locks, are delivered on board the vessel to the officers of excise and 
remain under their care till the ships sails. 

That, as a still further check, before the captain can obtain a 
certificate in Ireland he makes oath that the rums have not on their 
passage undergone any alteration either in quantity or strength. 

That although frauds be thus effectively guarded against and 
although the merchant and captain act with the most perfect fair- 
ness, yet it is totally impracticable to obtain a certificate of the 
landing in Ireland, corresponding with that accuracy which is 
required, with the quantity as expressed in the bond. And this must 
evidently appear to your Lordships when it is considered that the 
quantities expressed in the bonds are always taken, from the gauges 
of the rums on their importation, without any allowance for leakage 


1 The Hall ordered this petition to be sent to one of the M.P.s for Worcester 
for presentation in the absence of the city members. Other petitions came 
from the manufacturers of snuff and tobacco in London, Liverpool, Norwich, 
Paisley and Bristol, the innholders of London and Westminster, the traders 
in tobacco and snuff of Marlborough and Coventry and the inhabitants of 
Doncaster. The petitions were referred to the consideration of the committee 
of the whole House (CJ XLV, 389). Although the excise system was retained, 
an amending Act (30 Geo. III c. 40) was passed to improve its operation (see 
Underdown, ‘Parliamentary History’, p. 360). 
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or evaporation, although they may have lain for months in the 
king’s cellar; that they are generally imported and gauged in England 
during the warm months when the fluid is in a considerable state of 
expansion, which may be totally different on their arrival in 
Ireland; and to these circumstances may be added leakage on the 
passage. | 7 

That so vexatious a check on the exportation must and does affect 
the importation which in some degree depends on the facility of a 
re-exportation. 

That your petitioners are informed the Board of Excise direct the 
bonds given in London to be cancelled, although the shipper may 
return the certificate a few gallons short of the quantity exprest in 
the bond, on his making oath that the rums were fairly exported and 
have not with his privity or consent or to his advantage suffered any 
diminution or alteration. 

Pray that due inquiry may be made into the cases now under 
prosecution and that such may be discontinued as shall appear to 
your lordships free from suspicion of fraud and that the same direc- 
tion as are given respecting the bonds entered into in London may be 
extended to Bristol and the other outports.+ 


27 May 1790 HC Corn trade pp.1ri-12 


That they learn with great alarm that by a Bill now depending 
on the House, for regulating the importation and exportation of corn 
and the payment of the duty on foreign corn imported and on British 
corn exported; there are contained clauses subjecting to forfeiture 
any ship or vessel, and all her guns, furniture, amunition tackle and 
apparel, in which any of the articles mentioned in that Act shall be 
found, contrary to the provisions of it. 

That penalties like these, so very excessive, and which fall not on 
the offender, but on the innocent cannot but injure the commerce, 
and ultimately, the resources and revenue of the kingdom. 

That they conceive the purposes of the Bill may be effected with 
equal certainty by penalties more adequate to the offence and in- 
volving in the punishment those only who have committed it. 

Pray that those clauses in the Bill which the merchant and ship- 
holder cannot but have the justest reason to dread may not pass into 


1 See note 1, p. 164 above. 
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a law but that the Bill may undergo such alteration as the House 
shall deem expedient.} 


zz Dec 1790 Loyal address pp.112-3 


It is with the utmost joy that your majesty’s dutiful and ever 
loyal subjects, the master, wardens and commonalty of the Society 
of Merchant Venturers of the city of Bristol have received the 
information that the differences lately subsisting between your 
Majesty and the Court of Spain are brought to an amicable and 
honorable issue.? 

United with the rest of your majesty’s subjects in duty and 
affection to your sacred person and government and in zeal for the 
glory and prosperity of our country, we beheld with the greatest 
satisfaction those efforts made which were necessary to set the nation 
‘above the insults of any power which might attempt to give laws or 
prescribe limits, to the just exercise of its navigation and commerce. 

To your majesty’s paternal care for the welfare of your subjects, 
the wisdom and firmness of your majesty’s councils, and to the 
vigorous exertions for calling into effect the national force, we attri- 
bute under the Divine Providence, the continuance of the blessings 
of peace, at the same time that the honor of your majesty’s crown 
is vindicated and the trade of your subjects secured and extended. 

May your majesty graciously accept this tribute of our gratitude 
for the innumerable advantages we enjoy under your auspicious 
reign. May it long continue and may your majesty’s subjects make 
it their constant study and endeavor by every instance of zeal 


i This petition was presented on 27 May (CJ XLV, 514-5). Other petitions 
came from the Corporation, the Trades House and the Chamber of Commerce 
of Glasgow, the Corporation of Greenock and Paisley, the freeholders of Dum- 
fries, the Merchants’ House of Greenock, the merchants and bussowners of 
Rothsay, the owners and agents of ships residing in or near London and the 
shipowners of Scarborough (CJ XLV, 514-5). These all protested against 
the bill or asked for amendments. They were referred to a committee which 
‘tried unavailingly to reconcile them with the bill. On June 1st, the attempt 
to pass a bill during the session was abandoned and further consideration of 
the report (on the state of the corn laws] and bill were put off for three months.’ 
Barnes, English Corn Laws, pp. 54-5. 


2After the settlement of difficulties with Spain by the convention of 1786, 
relations became strained over the Spanish claim to Nootka Sound (off 
Vancouver Island) in 1789 and were further aggravated by the stoppage of 
a British West Indiaman by a Spanish frigate in the Gulf of Florida in Aug. 
1790. England pressed for redress and Spain, which had been preparing for 
war, changed her policy and agreed to a treaty which was signed on 28 Oct. 
1790. This conceded English claims in the Nootka Sound (William Hunt, 
History of England, 1760-1801 (London, 1905), pp. 318-21). 
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allegiance and fidelity to render it prosperous and happy.! 


During the early weeks of 1791 the Society discussed the proposed 
corn regulation bill and on 3 February received a report thereon from 
some of its members which argued in favour of the free import and 
export of corn since this would make England the granary of Europe. 
But some alterations to the bill were suggested. In particular, it was 
urged that the penalty of confiscation of vessels carry in prohibited 
articles should be removed, that the provision for exports from Bristol 
when compared with lesser ports was inadequate, and that if Bristol 
should form part of a district for the regulation of prices, this district 
should include Staffordshire, Warwickshire and Worcestershire since 
those counties drew supplies from Bristol in times when corn was scarce. 
_The clerk was directed by the standing committee to draw up instruc- 
tions to the city M.P.s along these lines at its meeting on 7 February.? 


az Febr7gt HC Corn Regulation Bull C] XLVI, 199-2008 


That in the Bill now depending in the House for regulating the 
importation and exportation of corn, there are contained clauses 
subjecting to confiscation any ship or vessel and all her guns, furni- 
ture, ammunition, tackle and apparel, whatever their value may be, 
on board which even the smallest quantity of grain or flour shall be 
found, contrary to the provisions of the Bill; and that the forefeiture 
of the prohibited articles and the penalties imposed by the Bill on 
the persons guilty of offences against it, will prevent the exporta- 
tion of those articles, at least to any considerable extent, but, if 
from experience they should not be found sufficient for that purpose, 
additional penalties and further punishments may be provided 
against all concerned, their aiders and abettors, without subjecting 
to confiscation the property of those who are entirely innocent of 
the offence, and unable by any precaution or foresight to prevent 
it for, under the present circumstances of ship owners, they are 
frequently not in the least interested in the cargo, and are scarcely 
ever the entire freighters of their own ships, and the clauses of for- 
feiture of the ship hold out an inducement to the ill-disposed to 
endeavour, by fraud or collusion, to get the prohibited articles 
put clandestinely on board for the very purpose of procuring the 

1 Acknowledging receipt of the address, the Marquis of Worcester replied 


that he found it was usual for the addresses to his majesty to be transmitted 
to the Secretary of State. This he had done that day, 15 Dec. 1790. 


2 After prolonged discussions since December the draft of a petition was 
settled on 19 Feb. and then sent to the Bristol M.P.s. for them to present. 

8 There is a copy of the petition, dated 19 Feb. 1791 together with other 
material relating to the discussion of this measure in SMV PRH 1790-91. 
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condemnation of the vessel; and that their apprehensions are by no 
means relieved by the proviso in the bill, enabling the Commis- 
sioners of the Customs and the courts of law to receive evidence to 
shew, from the smallness of the quantity and other circumstances, 
that such prohibited articles were on board without the privity of 
the owner, or of the captain, or other person, having the command 
of the vessel, and exempting from forfeiture (under those circum- 
stances) vessels exceeding one hundred tons burthen, for this proviso 
appears to leave it optional, whether such evidence shall be received 
or not, and relief cannot be obtained under it, unless the quantity 
of the prohibited articles is small, though considerable quantities 
may be put on board contrary to the directions of the Act, from 
inadvertence on the shipper’s part, or from other circumstances, 
without any design of fraud and without any neglect, or want of 
care, or even the possible privity of the owners, and it gives no relief 
if such articles are on board with the master’s knowledge, or with 
that of any other person having the command, so that it still leaves 
the property of the owner of the ship liable to confiscation for the 
acts of others, and that without any distinction, even if such acts 
are done maliciously, or with a view to obtain by collusion the con- 
demnation of the vessel; and that although the vessel should be 
given up under this discretionary power, yet the shipholder must 
suffer very material injury, expences must be incurred, the vessel 
must be detained till the judgment of the Commissioners, or that of 
a court of law be given, which in most cases must ruin the voyage; 
nor are the owners of the ship the only persons affected by her 
detention, the proprietors of the cargo must likewise sustain equal 
injury and inconvenience, the value of a cargo generally depending 
on the state of the market at the time of its arrival; and therefore 
praying that the clauses in the bill subjecting vessels to confisca- 
tion, on board which prohibited articles may be found (unless with 
the privity of the owner) may not pass into a law, the more especially 
as the object of the bill may be effectually obtained only by penalties 
and punishments attaching only to those offending against it, and 
for such further relief as shall seem meet.! 


1 When the Corn Regulation bill was recommitted on 7 Feb. 1791, petitions 
poured in from the manufacturing and commercial cities asking for changes 
in the bill. These petitions, including that from the Society, were referred 
to the consideration of the committee of the whole House and all the peti- 
tioners were given leave to be heard by themselves or counsel, as they thought 
fit. After amendment, the bill received the royal assent on 10 June (31 Geo. 
III c. 30). Lord Sheffield, one of the Bristol M.P.s., who had requested instruc- 
tions from the Society, spoke in the House on the measure on 28 Feb. (see 
Parl. Hist. XXVIII, 1269-71). The importance of the Act of 1791 is dis- 
cussed by Barnes, English Corn Laws, pp. 59-61. 
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On 11 March 1791 a further dispute between merchants and the 
Customs officers was reported and after discussion it was decided to 
send a memorial to the Treasury on the matter.? 


ri March r179t_ LC/T Seizures of bar iron SMV PRH 1790-91 


That several seizures have been lately made of iron imported into 
Bristol from Russia on account of the difference between. the number 
of bars on landing the cargo and the number that appears on the 
manifest. 

That though the duty is not regulated by the tale of the bars but 
by their weight yet the manifest is required to express the number 
of bars of which the cargo consists. 

That it unavoidably happens from the brittleness of the iron and 
other causes, that many of the bars are broken in the loading and 
unloading and on the passage; and that although the bars are broken 
into three or more pieces (which is frequently the case, and is easily 
proved by several of the pieces appearing broken at both ends) yet 
the officer always reckons two pieces as making one bar, that from 
hence frequently arises an excess in number above that specified in 
the manifest; and whenever that is the case, all above the number in 
the manifest are seized.1 

That the seizures have in some instances been given up; but in 
none without the trouble of an application to the Commissioners of 
Customs; nor without satisfying the seizing officer that the latter 
is required by a general rule laid down by the Commissioners and is 
never deviated from, however clear it may appear that no fraud was 
intended. 

That this encouragement will induce the officer to make seizures; 
especially as he knows that it cannot be worth the while of the party 
injured to seek redress by law at the risque of its being certified that 
there was probably ground of seizure; in which case no costs are 
recovered. 

That the same degree of strictness is by no means exercised in 
London, but when a surplus number of bars appear it is the practice 
to put them aside but not to seize; them and on application to the 


1 The act concerned was the manifest act, see above p.163. 


2 One case cited was that of Messrs Harford Partridge & Co. and William 
Gibbons & Co. who lately imported a cargo of iron from Petersburgh in the 
ship Baltic Merchant. The tide waiter on board seized about 50 bars of iron 
out of the ship alleging that the quantity in the manifest had been delivered, 
though the landing waiter on shore declared the quantity was not delivered, 
which was reported (SMV PRH 1790-1). 
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Commissioners they are always admitted to an entry without fee or 
reward to the officer. 

Pray that relief may be given in the particular instances represen- 
ted in the statement accompanying this memorial and that the 
officers may receive general orders for the governance here agreably 
to the practice in the port of London.! 


On 7 April 1791 the committee was asked to take vigorous measures 
against the scheme for a company to trade with Sierra Leone. It was to 
correspond with M.P.s on the subject. At the same meeting the follow- 
ing petition was adopted. 


[7 April 1791] HC Sierra Leone settlement bill pp.113-16 


That they observe that a bill is now depending for the purpose of 
incorporating a Company for carrying on such trade as in the bill is 
mentioned by the name of the St. Georges Bay Company and for 
granting them the sole use property and possession of the peninsula 
of Sierra Leone, as now vested in his majesty and for making further 
purchases there. 

That the creation of corporate bodies, liable only in that capacity 
and not individually, to the payment of debts and for purposes like 
the subject of the present application, in which considerable debts 
may, and most probably would, be contracted, ought to be regarded 
with the most jealous eye after the mischiefs which at former periods, 
the public has felt from this cause; however respectable the persons 
may be who patronize the present project, yet it may hereafter fall 
under the management of designing individuals so become in their 
hands the engine? of fraud and deception. 

That exclusive companies, if necessary or politic in any point of 
view, can only be so where the commerce proposed is of too great 
magnitude or extent to be undertaken by individuals. That this 
is by no means the case with the trade which is said to be the object 
of the present application. That if it has the appearance of being 

1 On 23 May the report of the Commissioners of Customs was laid before 
the committee of the Society. This stated ‘that this Board do not think it 
expedient to invest a discretionary power in their officers to dispense with 
the law in any instances ‘whatever. That in order to prevent any unnecessary 
delay we will however direct our officers at Bristol when cases similar to those 
stated by the memorialists occur and where there appears no intention of fraud 
immediately to report the same to us that direction may be given for admitting 
the surplus number of bars to an entry without satisfaction to the officers 
and without waiting for any application in the subject from the merchants 


whereby the inconveniences complained of will, we submit, be alleviated’ 
(SMV PRH 1790-1). 


2 CJ reading is ‘implement’. 
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lucrative and advantageous, sufficient capitals will readily be em- 
barked in it without granting the privileges and restrictions proposed 
by the bill and which are inimical to the free spirit of the trade. 

That such restrictions can only operate on the subjects of Great 
Britain, as Sierra Leone has ever been a free and open port to all 
European nations, and the right of the French to ‘trade there was 
recognized by the treaty of Versailles of 1783 between his majesty 
and the most Christian king; and that it would be highly impolitic 
and unwise to give umbrage to foreign powers by any assertion or 
claim of right to that teritory, especially unfounded in justice, as 
your petitioners conceive such would be. 

That the intended restrictions will directly infringe the privileges 
given to British subjects by the Act of the 25th of his late majesty 
King George 2nd chapter the 31st, in which it is enacted, that it 
shall be lawful for all his majesty’s subjects to trade to and from any 
part in Africa between Salee in South Barbary, and the Cape of Good 
Hope, when, and at such times, and in such manner, and in or with 
such quantities of goods, wares and merchandizes, as they shall 
think fit without any restraint whatsoever. 

That this Act was passed after repeated contests with exclusive 
companies and the experience of those mischiefs which the present 
attempt is calculated to revive. 

That the Act above alluded to, authorizes the persons applying 
for the intended bill, in common with all other his majesty’s subjects 
to erect houses and warehouses, within the aforesaid limits, for better 
carrying on of their trade; and under this provision they conceive 
what is held forth as the ostensible object of the bill now depending, 
may be equally as well obtained as if it should pass into a law. 

That this application, if attended with success, will have an im- 
mediate effect to check and injure a trade which they have always 
lookt on, and are now authorized by a late decision of the House, to 
consider as of the utmost National Importance and they cannot but 
imagine the present attempt is intended indirectly to affect the com- 
merce which the wisdom of the House has not permitted to be shaken - 
by an open attack. 

That this supposition must appear not void of foundation, when 
it is remarked that the River Sierra Leone affords the only harbour 
in a great extent of coast, where vessels of any size can safely enter, 
at all seasons, without a pilot. And that it is of the utmost importance 
to those resorting to the coast, and requiring repairs or a supply of 
wood, water or provision. | 

That should the intended bill pass, it must raise the price of those 
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provisions and necessaries, with which the natives of this territory 
furnish the British shipping, in great quantities, and at reasonable 
rates; must give a monopoly of the camwood trade to the intended 
Company; enhance the price of that article to the manufacturer, 
and be prejudicial in other respects to the commercial interests of 
this country. 

Pray that such bill may not pass into a Law. 


On 11 March 1791 the committee was empowered to petition Parlia- 
ment in support of the Birmingham-Worcester canal bill.2 


II March 17913 HC Worcester and Birmingham canal pp.116-17 


That they by the votes of the House observe that a bill is now 
depending for making and maintaining a navigable canal from or 
from near to the town of Birmingham in the county of Worcester 
to communicate with the River Severn near to the city of Wor- 
cester. 

That such canal will be the means of opening a certain and im- 
mediate communication between the port of Bristol and the North 
and the several intermediate ports and will be of great public utility. 

Pray that such Bill may pass into a law.4 

A similar petition in favor of this bill presented to the House of 
Lords.5 


[27 Sept 1791] Commissioners of Customs(M) Mud Dock p.118 


That by the Act of Parliament passed in the twenty-ninth year 
of the reign of his present majesty, for repealing the duties on tobacco 


1'When the petition was presented on 4 May (CJ XLVI, 457-8), it was 
ordered to lie on the table. Other petitions came from the merchants of 
London, Lancaster and Liverpool. As a result, the bill was amended. It 
received the royal assent on 6 June (CJ XLVI, 687, 31 Geo. III c. 55). 
For the Sierra Leone Company, see Donnan, Documents, II, lx, 618-24 and 
Martin, British West African Setilemenis, chap. VIII. 


2 The Corporation and Society had supported this scheme in 1790 but the 
bill failed to secure a second reading because of the opposition it aroused 
(CJ XLV, 271, 311, 397). 

3 The date, missing from the Book of Petitions, has been supplied from the 
copy of the petition in SMV PRH. 


4 Together with petitions from Wells, Shrewsbury, St Ives and the Cor- 
poration of Bristol, this petition was presented to the Commons on 14 March. 
It is not printed ih CJ. They were ordered to lie on the table. Many other 

etitions were presented both in support and in opposition to the scheme 
(CJ XLVI). The bill received the royal assent on to June and became law 
law (31 Geo. III c. 59) For the canal, see Hadfield, British Canals, pp. 108, 110. 


5 On 11 May. Among the petitioners against the Bill was the Corporation of 
Bristol (LJ XXXIX, 180). 
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and snuff and for granting new duties in lieu thereof, the Com- 
missioners of the Customs for the time being or any four of them, are 
required from time to time to fix and appoint, and from time to 
time to continue, certain places in the ports in the said Act men- 
tioned (of which Bristol is one) for the mooring of vessels on board 
of which any tobacco should be imported. 

That your honours did accordingly appoint for that purpose a 
part of the quay of this port which is called the Old Mud Dock.! 

That the Mud Dock contains four of the best births for shipping 
in this port. That on account of the greater draft of water there, 
vessels can get into those births earlier or later on the springs than 
into any others. 

That one of such births only was found greatly more than adequate 
to the discharge of all tobacco ships which come to this port; yet no 
inconveniences arose from your honors’ regulations, untill the passing 
of the Act of the thirty-first year of the reign of his present majesty, 
by which other vessels were prohibited from mooring or discharging 
within the limits fixt under the former Act for the tobacco ships. 

That by this last Act the trade of this port is unnecessarily de- 
prived of some of the best births within it and is put to very great 
inconveniences. 

Pray that you will be pleased to give directions to the proper 
officers of this port that any vessels may be permitted to discharge 
at the said dock when the same is not occupied by the tobacco ships 
and always giving way to such ships when required.” 


On 2 April Wilberforce introduced his resolution into the Commons 
‘that the trade carried on by British subjects for the purpose of obtain- 
ing slaves from Africa ought to be abolished.’ In support of this motion 
there were 312 petitions from England, 187 from Scotland and 20 from 
Wales while only five petitions opposed this proposition. The Society 
of Merchant Venturers did not send a petition to the Commons but on 
22 May decided to send one to the Lords. 


22 May 1792 AL Slave trade p.I1g 


That they learn by the votes of the House of Commons that 
certain resolutions have been agreed to by that House and have been 
laid before your Lordships for your concurrence as the foundation 

1 The Mud Dock was on the Avon, approximately near the end of Prince 
Street. On the west side of it was Mr. Padmore’s great crane (see Minchinton, 
The Port of Bristol, p. 13). 


2 A draft of petition is in SMV PRH 1790-91. The Society had previously 
petitioned about the Tobacco Act (see above p. 168. 
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of a bill intended to be introduced into Parliament for the abolition 
of the slave trade. 

That they are fully convinced the trade to Africa not only con- 
stitutes in itself a very considerable part of the British commerce but 
that it is of essential consequence to the West India colonies to which 
the nation is in a great measure indebted for the superiority it enjoys 
in the advantages of an extensive commerce and in naval strength. 

Impressed with these ideas they pray your Lordships will give 
the subject which is of the greatest importance to the interest of the 
kingdom your maturest consideration and that you will not by your 
concurrence give sanction to any pricipitate measure which cannot 
but injure those interests to a very alarming extent.! 


16 June 1792 Loyal address pp.120-1 


Happy most gracious sovereign, with your majesty’s subjects in 
general, in the full enjoyment of the blessings of an excellent con- 
stitution under your majesty’s mild and auspicious government we 
should deem ourselves lost to every sense of gratitude and affection 
should we observe with indifference any circumstance which in the 
remotest degree tended to lessen the degree respect of our fellow 
subjects to the laws as to disturb the peace of your majesty’s reign. 

It is thereforewith the deepest concern we learn fromyour majesty’s 
royal proclamation that seditious correspondences have been entered 
into and writings industriously disseminated and recommended to 
the attention of our fellow subjects, calculated to excite in their » 
minds groundless jealousies and discontents respecting our laws and 
happy constitution of government, and to bring into contempt the 
wise and wholesome provisions made at the Glorious Revolution and 
since strengthened by subsequent laws. 

We are assured that your majesty desires nothing more earnestly 
than to maintain public order and tranquility and to preserve to 
your faithful subjects the full and permanent enjoyment of all their 
rights and liberties and we consider it as a fresh mark of your 

1 Presented on 24 May (LJ XXXIX, 442). With similar petitions from 
London and Liverpool merchants it was ordered to lie on the table. The 
massacre of the white population in the French part of St Domingo strengthen- 
ed the hands of the opponents of abolition. In the Commons direct opposition 
was however abandoned and delaying tactics were resorted to. Dundas’ 
amendment ‘that the slave trade ought to be gradually abolished’ was carried 
and a motion for abolition in 1796 was passed. In the Lords the session 
_ closed in 1792 with a resolve to continue the hearing of evidence in the next 


year (Donnan, Documents, II, lviii; R. Coupland, Wilberforce (Oxford, 1923), 
PP. 154-75). . 


180 POLITICS AND THE PORT OF BRISTOL 


majesty’s paternal care and attention to the welfare of your subjects 
that your majesty has been pleased to take such measures as will we 
trust effectually check every endeavour to excite tumult and dis- 
order. 

Fully convinced as we are that the wealth and happiness of the 
nation principally depends on a due submission to the laws, a just 
confidence in the wisdom and integrity of Parliament and a zealous 
attachment to the government and constitution, we beg leave to 
assure your majesty that we will use every exertion to inculcate these 
sentiments and we shall be always ready to the utmost of our power 
to assist in discouraging all proceedings which may tend to interrupt 
the peace and prosperity of your majestys dominions.! 

The Marquess of Worcester who presented the address reported that 
it had been graciously received. 


[ ] Corporation of Bristol(M) Lengthening of berths p.2i 


That they held by virtue of a lease from the mayor, burgesses and 
commonalty of the city of Bristol the several wharfs and quays 
within the port and the cranes thereon and the duties in such lease 
particularized for a long term of years. 

That the ships at present used in the port are of larger and of 
greater length than they were when the cranes were erected and they 
now very frequently sustain considerable injury as well as incon- 
venience from the shortness of the, births. 

That between the cranes No 2 and 3 there is a space of about 100 
feet used by the quay porter for landing goods from vessels lying 
there being one of the births usually called porters’ births. 

That the quay porters as they are informed are appointed by your 
worships. 

That it would be of great public advantage if the cranes were 
removed and the births lengthened and if for that purpose the 
porters births were taken in and divided with the crane births. 

Pray that your worships will be pleased to take the matter into 
consideration and if it should appear expedient to your worships 

1 In the early 1790s there was a growth of radical organisations in Britain— 
the Friends of the People, formed in 1792; the Revolution Society; the 
Society for Constitutional Information and the London Correspondance 
Society. Meetings were held and seditious handbills and pamphlets, chief 
among them the second part of Paine’s Rights of Man, were distributed. The 
propaganda gained ground and, on May 21, issued a royal proclamation 
against seditious writings (William Hunt, History of England, 1760-1801 
(London, 1905), pp- 334-5)- 
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that that porters’ birth before mentioned should be appropriated as 
they have suggested that you will be pleased to make such order of 
Quarter Sessions or take such other measures as shall be necessary 
to authorize them to carry it into effect.! 


On 25 February the master described the precipitate manner in which 
the bill for the Berkeley canal was being pushed through the House of 
Commons and stated that he had prepared a petition which was now 
lying for signatures at the Council House and the Hall. He had also’ 
urged Lord Worcester, then in Oxfordshire, to immediately attend the 
House on this matter. 


25 Feb 1793 HC Gloucester and Berkeley canal p.122 


That they have been recently apprized that a bill is now depending 
for making and maintaining a navigable canal from Berkeley Pull 
to communicate with the River Severn near the city of Gloucester. 

That they are exceedingly apprehensive should such a bill pass 
into a law it will prove essentially injurious to their interests, and 
to the welfare of the city of Bristol. 

That from the result of enquiries made by some of your petitioners 
they were led to believe that it was not proposed to introduce such 
a bill into Parliament in the present session and that therefore they 
are unprepared fully to state the objections thereto and have been 
prevented from taking those measures and from gaining that previous 
information which the importance of the subject as it is likely to 
affect them renders necessary. 

Pray that all further proceedings on the bill may be postponed to 
give that time to them and all others likely to be injured thereby to 
gain information and take those measures for stating their objections 
to the House which the magnitude of the object demands—that they 
may be heard by their counsel and may have such further relief as 
the House shall find expedient. 


On 28 February the committee was directed to forward this petition 
against the bill to Parliament and to correspond with the Bishop of 
Gloucester, the Dukes of Portland and Beaufort and such M.P.s as they 
thought fit, to send deputations to London, to engage counsel and to 


1 This petition cannot be traced in the City archives and there is no mention 
of it in the Common Council Proceedings. 


2 This petition was not from the Society as such but was from the merchants 
and shipholders of Bristol. It was presented on 26 Feb. 1793 (CJ XLVIII, 
281). The opposition was unavailing and the bill was given royal assent 
on 28 Feb. (33 Geo. III c. 97). For the canal, see Hadfield, British Canals, 
pp. 141-8 and Canals of Southern England, pp. 182-9, 305-8. 
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adopt all other measures necessary for opposing the bill. When the 
committee heard the bill had passed the Commons, a circular letter 
against the bill was sent to the peers. 


[7793] HAL Gloucester and Berkeley Canal pp.123-4 


That it hath been for some time considered as of great importance, 
not only to the city of Bristol, but to the public in general, that in 
order to avoid the navigation of the Severn an inland comunication 
should be formed from the city of Bristol to that river above the 
dangerous parts of it. 

That it is as present in contemplation to form a Canal from Bristol 
to Taunton, and from thence to Exeter,! by which, and by means of 
the canal first alluded to a junction would be made between the 
northward parts of the kingdom and the English Channel. 

That a Bill is now depending in the House for making a canal from 
the City of Gloucester to Berkeley Pill on the River Severn about 
midway between the cities of Gloucester and Bristol. 

That such proposed canal extending for a part only of the distance 
between Bristol and Gloucester and therefore not affording the 
desired communication between Bristol and the parts adjacent, and 
the north; it becomes a matter of the most serious concern not only 
to their interest and their fellow citizens but of the public in general, 
that the proprietors of the Berkeley Pill and Gloucester Canal 
should not hereafter have it in their power to obstruct or frustrate 
the forming of a canal from Bristol to communicate with theirs/or 
with the River Severn above the dangerous part of its navigation. 

That for the reasons above mentioned they apprehend it to be 
highly expedient that proper clauses should be inserted in the bill 
for compelling the proprietors of the Canal to admit of such junction 
as before mentioned in case at any future time the great and bene- 
ficial law of internal navigation above described shall be proceeded 
with and that provision should also be made in the Bill for regulating 
the manner of making such junction and the rates of tonnage to be 
paid for goods, and merchandizes passing from one canal to the other 
and that power should not be left with the proprietors, either to 
prevent or impede the execution of the undertaking above alluded 
to by claims of prior right to a part of the line or by demands of 
exorbitant tonnage on vessels passing along the same from any 
other canal. 


1 This canal was never more than a project, see Hadfield, British Canals, 
p.55 and Canals of Southern England, pp. 76, 165, 194, 196-7, 201, 205-6, 256, 
356, 369. 
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Pray that they may be heard by their counsel or agent on such 
parts of the Bill as may effect them and that the same may not pass 
into a law as it now stands, but that provision may be made therein 
to the effect above mentioned or that they may have such other 
relief in the premises as shall seem meet. 

When the Society considered sending a loyal address to the King in 
November 1795 an amendment for the addition of an expression of hope 


that a solid and durable peace would ere long be secured was rejected 
on a vote. 


17 Nov £795 Loyal address p.125 


Permit most gracious sovereign, the master, wardens and com- 
monalty of Merchant Venturers to approach your throne and to 
express their abhorrence of the violence lately offered to your 
majesty’s person in your passage to your parliament. 

sensible of the happiness we derive from our excellent form of 
government and gratefully attached to your illustrious family under 
whom it has so long flourished, we consider the unprincipled outrage 
not only as a violence offered to your majesty’s person which we love 
and revere but as a daring attack on the head of that constitution 
which we consider as the origin of all our national happiness and 
honor. 

We regret that any persons could be found capable of so wicked an 
attempt and we fervently pray that the same gracious providence 
which hitherto has had your majesty under its protection will frus- 
trate the designs of all foreign and domestic enemies and will extend 
to a very distant period your majestys reign over a free loyal and 
grateful people. 


On 25 February a further petition was adopted in favour of the Bill 
for a canal from Bristol to Taunton. The covering letter stated it was to 
be forwarded when the alterations in the Bill required by the Corpora- 
tion had been complied with. 


1 This petition is undated and does not seem to have been presented. 


2 Popular discontent had been growing because of rising food prices in the 
summer of 1795. A large meeting in St George’s Fields, London, on 29 July 
demanded annual parliaments, universal suffrage and, above all, peace as 
remedies for the high price of food and voted an address to the king. On 26 
October another meeting in Copenhagen Fields, Marylebone, at which 150,000 
people were said to have been present, adopted a strongly-worded remons- 
trance to the king, praying for parliamentary reform, the dismissal of minis- 
ters and a speedy peace. When the king went to open Parliament on 29 Octo- 
ber a large crowd greeted him with hisses and cries of ‘‘Bread! Peace! No 
Pitt!’”” His carriage was pelted, and a missile, probably from an air gun, 
broke the glass. On his return the same cries were raised, there was more 
pelting, and the king only rescued from the crowd by the arrival of some 
horse-guards (Hunt, History of England, pp. 378-9). 
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25 Feb r796 ~HC Bristol-Taunton canal p.t25 


That they observe that a petition hath been presented for leave 
to bring in a bill for making and maintaining a navigable canal from 
the river Avon at or near a certain place called Morgans Pill (therein 
described) to or near the river Tone at or near Taunton in the county 
of Somerset with certain cuts, carriage ways, roads and other 
accomodations therein mentioned and described. 

That they conceive such proposed undertaking may be of great 
utility to the city of Bristol and the public at large. 

Pray that leave may be given to bring in a bill for making the 
navigable canal, cuts, ways and other accomodations and that the 
same may pass into a law.! 


Feb 1797 ~=6© Corporation of Bristol(M) Relief of shipowners $.127 


That there are considerable breaches in the banks of the river 
Avon on the southeast side the lowest breach being nearly opposite 
the floating dock, the next breach nearly opposite the limekiln dock 
and the third breach considerably below the glasshouse. That such 
breaches are more particularly delineated in the plan to this their 
memorial annexed. 

That the navigation of the river Avon is materially affected by 
such breaches as they are informed by the persons recommended 
to be ballast and haven master of this port, a copy of whose report 
to your memorialists is also annexed to this their memorial. 

Pray that as conservators of the river and its navigation you will 
be pleased to take such measures for compelling the owners of the 
grounds in the banks of which the breaches are made to repair such 
breaches and for obliging them in the meantime to put bridges across 
such breaches as you in your judgment think fit.? 


On 27 April 1797 a petition was adopted against the bill to regulate 
the trial of causes in corporate towns. The Society decided to take 
energetic steps to secure its rejection because it would materially affect 
their control over the pilots. 


1 This petition does not appear to have been presented. For the canal, see 
above, p. 182. | 


1 This petition cannot be traced in the City Archives. The problem of 
preserving the channel for navigation was a persistent one in the eighteenth 
century, aggravated towards the end of the century by the growing size of 
vessels (see Minchinton, The Port of Bristol, pp. 9. 12 and above p 18o.). 
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27 April 1797 HC Regulation of trials -b.126 


That they are under very great apprehensions of the mischievous 
consequences of a bill now depending in the House to regulate the 
trial of causes and indictments which arise within cities and towns 
corporate within this kingdom. For should that bill pass into a law 
all actions whether transitory or local for causes arising within the 
county of the city of Bristol may be tried at the instance of either 
plaintiff or defendant by a jury of the county of Somerset at a great 
distance from Bristol, whereby a considerable additional expence 
will be incurred by the traders and other inhabitants of this large 
and populous city in taking their witnesses to distant places and 
matters of account between merchant and merchant and their 
factors, great and intricate questions respecting insurances, foreign 
bills of exchange and other mercantile transactions, arising within 
a mercantile city will often go to trial by a jury of the county of 
Somerset composed of persons who (whether such jury be common 
or special) must necessarily, by their habits of life, be unacquainted 
with the customs of merchants and the decisions of courts of justice 
in similar cases. 

That they (as lessees of the quays and wharfs under the corporation 
of the mayor, burgesses and commonalty of the city of Bristol) 
having contributed large sums of money to the expence of cleansing 
the several rivers belonging to the port of Bristol, the justices in 
their quarter sessions for Bristol, at their recommendation, have 
under several acts of Parliament, appointed officers for the preserva- 
tion of the rivers and made several good rules and orders for the 
regulation of pilots, masters of ships and vessels and others within 
the port and for enclosing, mooring and removing of such ships and 
vessels and for the preventing of fire to the sessions and the justices 
at such sessions have punished and removed nuisances committed 
upon and near the rivers and the persons who have disobeyed the 
rules and orders. But if the bill should pass into a law the indict- 
ments for any of those offences (when removed by writ of a cer- 
tiorarli) instead of being tried by a jury of the neighbourhood, 
according to the ancient law of the land, may be tried by a jury of 
the county of Somerset composed of persons wholly unacquainted 
with shipping and navigation and of the necessity of persons being 
coerced to a prompt and immediate observance of the rules and 
orders. 

For these and many other reasons, they pray the House that they 
may be heard by their counsel or agents against so much of the bill 


186 POLITICS AND THE PORT OF BRISTOL 


as affects the county of the city of Bristol or that they may have 
such relief as shall appear just and reasonable. 


On receipt of the news of the victory of the battle of Camperdown 
the Society decided to send a loyal address to the King and to present 
the freedom of the Society to Admiral Duncan.! 


27 Oct 1797 Loyal address p.127 


~ We humbly approach your throne with sentiments of the most 
sincere loyalty to your person and government to offer our un- 
feigned congratulations on the late signal victory obtained by the 
bravery and exertions of the officers and seamen of your majesty’s 
fleet under the command of Admiral now Lord Viscount Duncan over 
the Dutch fleet on the coast of Holland. 

Highly sensible of the many blessings we enjoy under your 
majesty’s mild and auspicious government which justly characterize 
your majesty the father of your people we cannot but behold with 
pleasure every occurrence which may tend to add security to that 
government and humble the enemies of our country. 

In the firm reliance upon the protection of the Divine Providence 
and with the utmost confidence in the firmness and wisdom of your 
majesty’s councils and the united exertions of your subjects we trust 
your majesty will be enabled to disappoint the designs of your | 
enemies and to restore to your faithful people the blessings of peace 
upon safe and honorable terms. | 


27 March 1798 HC  Reltef of shipowners and masters p.128 


That they observe that a bill is depending for the further relief 
of owners and masters of ships. 

That the great extent of the responsibility to which owners and. 
masters of ships are now liable by law subject them to many heavy 
losses and expences and unless some relief is granted persons will be 
prevented from engaging their capitals in that line of business which 
they conceive will very materially injure the trade and commerce 
of this country. 

Pray that the bill may pass into a law.? 

1 The victory of Camperdown on 11 Oct. 1797 put an end to the danger of 
immediate invasion. 


2 This petition was presented on 28 March. A condensed version appears 
in CJ LIII, 429. Many petitions were presented concerning this bill which 
was amended in committee. It passed the Commons on 25 May (C/ LIII, 
628). 
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On the occasion of the Battle of the Nile, the Society decided to send 
a loyal address to the King.? 


8 Oct 1798 Loyal Address p.128 


We your majesty’s dutiful and loyal subjects entreat your majesty’s 
acceptance of our unfeigned congratulation on the great and im- 
portant success with which it has pleased the Almighty to prosper 
your majesty’s fleet in the Mediterranean under the command of 
Admiral now Lord Nelson. 

Animated with the warmest sentiments of loyalty and attachment 
to your majesty and grateful for that paternal regard and attention 
to the welfare of your people for which your majesty’s reign is so 
eminently distinguished, we sincerely rejoice in a victory which adds 
to the greatness of the British name and promises to be as decisive 
in its consequences as it is glorious for the good conduct, valour and 
intrepidity exhibited by your majesty’s officers, seamen and mariners. 

That similar success may ever attend your majesty’s arms and 
that your majesty’s enemies may in all their attempts against your 
crown and government meet with disappointment and confusion 
is the fervent prayer of your majesty’s dutiful and loyal subjects. 


22 May 1800 Loyal Address p.t2g 


Permit most gracious sovereign, the master, wardens and com- 
monalty of the Merchant Venturers of the city of Bristol to approach 
your majesty animated with the sincerest sentiments of loyalty and 
attachment to offer up at your throne their heartfelt congratulations 
on your majesty’s happy escape from the late daring and attrocious 
attack on your majesty’s sacred person. 

Distinguished above all nations for the happiness and security we 
enjoy under your majesty’s government we observe with the deepest 
concern an attempt which we shudder to reflect might have deprived 
the British Empire of a beloved monarch and Europe of its brightest 
ornament and best support.* 

But whilst we look back with horror on the danger to which our 
revered sovereign has been exposed, our gratitude rises in fervent 
adoration to that Almighty Being who has again shielded and 
defended him with his over ruling power. 

May a life thus providentially protected, a life so important to our 
welfare be long preserved, may your majesty derive from the 


1 Nelson’s victory of the Nile at Aboukir on 1 Aug. 1798 cut off the French 
army in Egypt from France. 


15 
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affectionate zeal of all your subjects every degree of earthly hap- 
piness and security, and may your faithful people long continue to 
enjoy the blessings of your majesty’s mild and auspicious reign. 

*These words were struck out on the suggestion of one of the 
committee. 


Io May 1802 Loyal Address p.130 


We, your majesty’s loyal and dutiful subjects, the master, wardens 
and commonalty of Merchant Venturers of the city of Bristol, hasten 
in common with the rest of your majesty’s subjects to offer our 
congratulations on the happy termination of the long and arduous 
contest in which we have been engaged, a contest on the success of 
which has depended our best rights, our religion and independence. 

We most sincerely rejoice that having subdued the spirit of in- 
novation in your majesty’s dominions, having checked the principles 
of anarchy which were spreading with alarming rapidity over 
Europe, and having maintained, untarnished and unimpaired, the 
honor and independence of these realms, your majesty has been at 
length enabled to conclude a treaty of peace with our enemies, and 
to terminate the miseries ever inseparable from the state of warfare. 

We feel very confident that the same disposition which has been 
uniformly evinced by your majesty to hear of peace even in the 
moments of victory, will lead to the adoption of every measure for 
insuring its duration not inconsistent with our national honor and 
dignity.? 


ar Feb 1803 HC Bristol harbour CJ LVIII, 183 


That ships and other vessels lying at the quays in the port of 
Bristol are, by the reflux of the tide, left dry, in consequence of 
which great injury and damage are frequently done to such ships 
and vessels, and many foreign vessels and others of sharp construc- 
tion are prevented coming into the port; and that there is not, in 
the port, sufficient depth of water at neap tides to navigate ships 
and vessels from the quays down the river Avon to the sea, or 
to bring them up on their return, whereby favourable winds are 
frequently lost and great expences incurred and sustained; and 

1 George III was shot at in Drury Lane theatre by a discharged soldier 
named Hadfield, who was found to be insane and sent to Bedlam. Though 
there was growing restiveness in London because of rising food prices in the 
spring of 1800, this particular incident had no political significance (Hunt, 
History of England p. 435). 

_ 2 The peace of Amiens was signed on 27 March 1802. 
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that, at or near the time of low water, ships and vessels lying in 
the port cannot be removed out of danger in case of fire, owing to 
their being left dry, and very heavy losses might arise therefrom, 
in case of fire happening among the houses in the city, and great 
inconvenience and loss would be experienced from the want of 
water; and that the dangers and inconveniences aforesaid may, in a 
considerable degree, be remedied by cutting a new course for the 
river Avon on the Somersetshire side of its present course from the 
place called The Redcliff into the present course of the river, below 
the high land at a certain place called Totterdown; by erecting a 
dam and overfall across the river at or near Redcliff and another 
dam, across the same river at or near Temple Meads, below the junc- 
tion of the new and old course of the river; by making an entrance 
bason and locks in Rownham Meads, in that part of the parish of 
Clifton which lies in the city; another entrance bason and locks at 
Trim Mills, between the present and intended course of the river 
and another dam, with tide-gates and other necessary works across 
the river at or near Engine Mills, between the parishes of Saint 
George, in the county of Gloucester, and Brislington, in the county 
of Somerset; and by cutting a canal, acqueduct or feeder and other 
necessary works from, at or near the Engine Mills aforesaid, into 
the present course of the river below the intended dam at Temple 
Meads aforesaid; and that it will be of great public utility if the last- 
mentioned canal, acqueduct or feeder were made navigable for boats, 
barges, ships and other vessels, by which means the navigation 
between the city of Bristol and the city of Bath will be greatly 
facilitated: And therefore, praying that leave may be given to bring 
in a bill for the several purposes aforesaid. 

Ordered, that the petition be referred to the consideration of a 
Committee; and that they do examine the matter thereof; and report 
the same, as it shall appear to them to the house.1 


1 This petition is headed: A petition of the mayor, burgesses and common- 
alty of the city of Bristol, under their common seal, of the master, wardens 
and commonalty of the Merchant Venturers of Bristol, under their common 
seal, and of the several persons, whose names are thereunto subscribed. 
Mercantile opinion was not unanimous on this question and a group of mer- 
chants (Robert Claxton, Peter Baillie, James Evan Baillie, Archibald Rober, 
James Richards, George Gibbs, Philip Protheroe, Thomas Weeks, John 
Coplestone, John Newall, Francis James, Philip Jones, George Gibbs, jun. 
and John Thomas ) petitioned the Lords on 3 July 1803 against the scheme 
(LJ XLIV, 328) see C. M. MacInnes, ‘The port of Bristol’ in Essays in British 
and Ivish History, ed. H. A. Cronne, T. W. Moody and D. B. Quinn (London, 
1949), p. 208). But the measure passed through Parliament. The Dock 
Company set up under the Act (43 Geo. III c. 140) carried out the scheme 
set out in the petition (see A. F. Williams, ‘Bristol port plans and improvement 
schemes of the eighteenth century’, Trans. Bristol & Glos. Ayvchaeol. Soc. 
LXXXI (1962) ; Wells, Port of Bristol, pp. 34-53). 


II. OTHER MATERIAL 


(a) HONORARY FREEDOMS 


In the eighteenth century the Society of Merchant Venturers granted 
the freedom of the Society to a number of people. Some were honoured, 
like Capt. John Paul or William Wansey, for immediate services to the 
Society and distinguished visitors to Bristol or the neighbourhood were 
also granted the freedom of the Society. If a Bristol M.P. was not 
already a member he was usually granted an honorary freedom as was 
the Lord Lieutenant of the county of Gloucestershire for the time being. 
But from about the mid-century when honorary freedoms were more 
freely granted, they were awarded for political and military services to 
the country at large. 

This section begins with the grant of freedom to Lord Ducie in full, 
the first such grant to be recorded in the Book of Charters II. Thereafter 
the awards of honorary freedoms are regularly recorded in the Book of 
Charters II and the Book of Petitions but the full entry has not been 
given in each case. The names, dates and page references are listed here. 
For completeness the names of those who were awarded honorary 
freedoms between 1700 and 1755 are also given. This information has 
been obtained by a search of the Books of Proceedings of the Society. 


Grant of an honorary freedom to Lord Ducte, 24 July 1755 P.333; 


Know all men by these presents that we the Master, Wardens 
Assistants and Commonalty of the Society of Merchants Adventurers 
within the City of Bristol, by and with our whole assent and consent, 
have given granted and presented and by these presents do give 
grant and present to the rt. hon. Mathew Lord Ducie of Moreton, 
Lord Lieutenant and Custos Rotulorum of the County of Gloucester 
and City and County of Bristol, The Freedom of the said Society of 
Merchants Adventurers with all priviledges and immunitys to the 
same belonging:in* as full ample and beneficial manner as any other 
member of the said Society now holds and enjoys the same. In testi- 
mony whereof we have caused our common seal to be set and affixed 
to these presents the 24 day of July in the twenty ninth year of the 
reign of our sovereign lord George the second, by the grace of God 
of Great Britain, France and Ireland, Defender of the Faith and so 
forth and in the year of our Lord 1755 


A like instrument was presented to the Hon. Robert Nugent Esq. 


* This is contrary to the Bye Laws touching persons admitted 
gratis, which see and therefore to be omitted in future. S.W.1 17 
November, 1757. 


1Samuel Worrall, Clerk to the Society, 1757-86. 
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Honorary Freemen 1700-1803 


Page Date Name 
10 Nov. 1706 _—* Francis Colston 
Io June 1708 Edward Colston, jun. 
24 May171r Capt. John Paul? 
to Nov. 1711 Henry, 2nd Duke of Beaufort 
to Nov. 1727 John Scrope, M.P. 
to Nov. 1738 H.R.H. Prince of Wales 
14 June 1742 ~=©Rt. Hon. Edward Southwell, M.P. 
Serjeant Foster, Recorder 
16 Oct. 1749 William Wansey? 
10 Nov. 1750 George Montague, Earl of Halifax 
Thomas May, Lord Duplin and 
Francis Fane, Lords of Trade 
333 24 July 1755 Mathew, Lord Ducie4 
Robert Nugent, M.P.® 
22 Nov.1755 Admiral Lord Anson® 
347 16 Nov. 1757. Thomas Fane, Hall Clerk’ 
353 1g April 1759 Lord Chedworth 
: Hon. John Spencer 
Jarrit Smith, M.P. 
359 14 Dec. 1761 H.R.H. Edward Augustus, Duke of York8 
362 7 July 1762 Norborne Berkeley, Lord Botetot? 
6 Jan. 1763 Charles Townshend, Lord of Trade!® 
20 June 1764 George Grenville, Prime Minister! 
3 21 Oct. 1765 Rt. Hon. the Earl Paulett 


18 Nov. 1765 


Rt. Hon. the Earl of Hilsborough 
John, Lord Burghersh 


1 “As a free gift but noe apprentice that he shall take shall have any benefit 
thereby.’ 


2 “As an acknowledgment of his many services to the trade of this city.’ 


3 “In consideration of having given a long attendance in London about the 
Africa trade and done all in his power for the service of the trade.’ 


4 Lord Lieutenant of the city and county. 
5 ‘For his services to the trade of this city.’ 


6 ‘Now at Bath, ‘As the freedom of the city is to be presented to him, the 
Society will also present him with the freedom of the Hall.’ 


7 On his resignation ‘for his care and services done to this Society during 
the time of his executing the office of clerk.’ 


8 “If he should accept the invitation of the Corporation to visit the city.’ 
® Lord Lieutenant. ‘For his services in Parliament to the trade of this city. 
10 ‘For his services to the Newfoundland trade.’ 


11 “For the ready protection he afforded and the great services he did to the 
trade of this city last session.’ 
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13 


15 
30 


33 


45 
68 


74 
84 
85 
96 


97 


2 April 1766 


3 April 1766 
4 April 1766 
12 June 1766 


24 April 1768 
3 Sept. 1768 


17 Aug. 1769 
3 Oct. 1771 


13 March 1775 


ro Nov. 1775 


14 Dec. 1775 


13 Aug. 1777 


13 April 1778 
24 Sept. 1782 


9 Oct. 1782 
tro Nov. 1782 
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Augustus Henry Fitzroy, Duke of Grafton, 
Secretary of State! 

Charles, Marquis of Rockingham, First 
Lord of the Treasury! 

William Dowdeswell, Chancellor of the 
Exchequeurl! 

Sir William Meredith, Lord Commissioner 
of the Admiralty! 

Sir George Saville, Bart.1 

Henry Seymour Conway, Secretary of 
State? 

William Pitt, one of his Majesty’s most 
honourable privy council! 

Sir William Draper, K.B. 

George Prescott? 

Matthew Brickdale, M.P. 

Sir Charles Kemys Tynte, Bart. 

R. H. Coxe’ 

Edward Southwell4 

Evelyn, Duke of Kingston 

Henry, 5th Duke of Beaufort 

Edmund Burke, M.P. 

Hon. Sir Frederick North, K.G., commonly 
called Lord North 

Frederick Augustus, Earl of Berkeley, 
Lord Lieutenant of the county of 
Gloucester 

Henry, Earl of Suffolk, Secretary of State 

John, Earl of Sandwich, First Lord of the 
Admiralty 

Henry, Earl of Sussex 

George, Lord Rodney, Admiral® 

Admiral Lord Hood® 

Admiral Sir Francis Drake, Bart.6 


. John Purrier 


1‘For his great services done to the trade of this kingdom in the late 
American affairs &c.’ 


2 ‘For his great services rendered to trade in the late sessions of Parliament.’ 

3M.P. for the county of Somerset. 

4M.P. for the county of Gloucester. 

5 ‘For the signal service rendered by him to this country on the 12th day of 
Aprillast’ (Battle of Martinique, naval victory over French fleet under de Grasse). 

6 ‘For the share he bore in the action of the 12th day of April last.’ 
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Io Nov. 1789 ~—Lord Chancellor Thurlow 
William Pitt, Prime Minister 
Lord Camden 
4 Oct. 1790 Henry Charles Somerset, Marquis of Wor- 
cester, M.P. 
John, Lord Sheffield, M.P. 
124 7 June 1796 Charles Bragge, M.P. 
27 Oct. 1797 Admiral Lord Duncan 
130 to May 1802 Henry Addington, Chancellor of the 
Exchequeur 
B/P 22 Aug. 1803 Ernest Augustus, Duke of Cumberland! 


(b) PILOTS 


Early in the seventeenth century, the appointment of pilots came into 
the hands of the Society of Merchant Venturers and from 1623 the mayor 
and aldermen of the city made these appointments on the recommenda- 
tion of the Society.2 This practice continued throughout the remainder 
of the seventeenth century and throughout the eighteenth. Those 
applying for appointment as pilots were examined by officers of the 
society, which then issued a certificate which the intending pilot took 
to the mayor and aldermen. These certificates are enrolled in the Book 
of Charters II and in the Book of Petitions and one example, for 17 
April 1703, is printed here. The subsequent certificates follow the same 
form so that this has not been repeated but the variable details (the 
name of the candidate, the date of his examination and the page refer- 
ence of the entry) are given here. The pilots were appointed for one year 
only by the Common Council, the Corporation of the city of Bristol, and 
were re-elected annually on their petitions. From 1738, the re-appoint- 
ments together with the new appointments are entered in the Books of 
Proceedings of the Common Council, which thus provide a check on the 
records of the Society of Merchant Venturers in this respect. From the 
city records can therefore be compiled a table of the number of pilots 
for each year between 1738 and 1800. Since there was some connection 
between the number of pilots and the volume of shipping using the port, 
these figures, given in the table below, provide a rather crude index of 
the fluctuations in the activity of the port. 

All the pilots, except where indicated, lived at Crockame Pill near the 
mouth of the Avon and all of them were mariners by trade. As can be 
seen from the names, the Bristol pilotage seems to have been very much 
a family affair. . 


1‘ Who has taken the command in general of this district.’ 


2 See Graham Farr, ‘Bristol Channel pilotage ; historical notes on its adminis- 
tration and craft’, Mariner's Mi ivvor, XXXIX (1953), 28-44; Patrick McGrath, 
‘Bristol Channel ‘pilots’ , Mariner's Mirror, XXXIX, 303-4; and McGrath, 
Society, p. 135. 

3 A useful discussion of the history of pilotage in Bristol is to be found in the 
‘Case and opinion of Sir V. Gibbs respecting persons acting as pilots within the 
Port of Bristol without being duly admitted’, dated 24 Oct. 1795 (BRO TC 
Bundle 11B no. 36). 
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Number of Licensed Pilots in the Port of Bristol, 1738-1800 


Year No. Year No. 
1738 3 1770 34 
1739 3 1771 38 
1740 6 1772 37 
1741 9 1773" 32 
1742 9 1774? 31 
1743 9 1775 29 
1744 6 1776 29 
1745 IO 1777 28 
1746 Io 1778 29 
1747 TO 1779 29 
1748 14 1780 29 
1749 1g 1781 28 
1750 17 1782 28 
1751 | ai 1783 48 
1752 23 1784 45 
1753 24 1785 43 
1754 24 1786 39 
1755 20 1787 38 
1756 aI 1788 32 
1757 24 1789 35 
1758 20 1790 40 
1759 24 1791 40 
1760 19 1792 39 
1761 23 1793 34 
1762 25 1794 31 
1763 26 1795 31 
1764 29 1796 27 
1765 27 1797 29 
1766 27 1798 28 
1767 28 | 1799 25 
1768 37 1800 43 
1769 35 1801 45 


1 This number is confirmed by a list in SMV PRH which also gives what boats 
each pilot possessed. 


2 In reply to a petition for the creation of more pilots, John Baker, the haven 
master, stated, ‘In my humble opinion 31 brancht pilots are sufficient for the 
trade of shipping to the port of Bristol’ (SMV PRH). 
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(1) Appointment of Pilots 
Certificate concerning a pilot, 17 April 1703 p.187 


Bristoll 

To the right worshipfull William Lewis Esquire Mayor of the City 
of Bristoll and to the right worshipfull and worshipfull the Aldermen 
his Brethren 

These are to certify your worshipps that at a General Assembly of 
the Society of Merchant Adventurers within this Citty mett in their 
Common Hall the ninth day of April one thousand seaven hundred 
and three Matthew Gilmore of Easton in Gordain alias St Georges 
in the county of Somersett mariner was elected and chosen a pilott 
for conveying of shipps and other vessels upp and down the river 
belonging to this city and he was then ordered to attend your wor- 
shipps in order for his takeing the oath for the lawfull discharge of 
his duty in the sayd office in case he is approved of by your worshipps 


Ita testor Henry Fane 
Clericus ibidem 
Bristoll 17 Aprill 1703 


It is ordered that the sayd Matthew Gilmore be admitted into the 
office of a pilot to hold and enjoy the same as long as he shall fayth- 
fully demeane himself therein 

William Lewis Casamajor 
Thomas Day 


List of Pilots chosen by the Society of Merchant Venturers 1700-1800 


Page Date Name 
189 12 April1703. Thomas Knight! 
190 13 Nov. 1704. Richard Waters 
IgI 14 Sept. 1709 Thomas Griffen 
to Nov. 1710 ~=3>—SS William Harford 
8 Oct. 1711 Samuel Landon 
195 1x Oct. 1712 John Waters 


196 Charles Swynney 
197 Samuel Romney 
199 12 Dec. 1715 William Hunt 
200 Thomas Payton 
201 George Thomas? 


1 Of Easton in Gordano alias St George. _ 
2 Of Shirehampton. 
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202 to Mar. 1716 Isaac Charles 
203 20 July 1716 William Berrow 
204 8 June 1717. Ss: William Mulliford 
206 20 July 1717. ~—S— Phillip Powell 
207 John Reeve 
208 9 Oct. 1718 Joseph Purnell 
209 28 Mar. 1719 Charles Hobbes 
211 ro Oct. 1719 John Culliford 
218 4 Mar.172r John Browne 
219 ro Aug. George Payton 
220 13 Aug. John Knight 
221 29 Sep. Samuel Seavell 
223 rr Oct. 1722 Thomas Fox 
223 ro Oct. 1722 John Boone 
223 #7 Mayx1724 + ~ Samuell Hopkins 
226 I Oct. 1724 John Jones 
227 ro July 1725 James Mellifont 
228 15 July 1727 William Hort 
229 25 Oct. 1727 Abraham Mitchell 
232 18 Oct. 1728 Joseph Landon 
240 20 Sept. 1729 John Gilmour 
240-1 Alexander Derevere 
241 Robert Landon 
242 30 Nov. 1729 Matthew Gilmore 
243 24 Feb. 1731 John Dyer 
5 Oct. 1733: James Charles 
244 6 Mar. 1734 John Hodges 
9 Dec. 1736 ~— Peter Stone 
2101 10 Mar.1737 +#Brother Chafey, William Lockier 
212 19 Mar. 1737. James Rumney 
3 Nov. 1737. John Spear 
214 17 Feb. 1738 George Stokes 
27 July 1738 Moses Wherret 
13 Feb. 1739 James Whiting 
25 Apr. 1740 William William, John Gould 
283 8 July 1741 Hugh Williams 
284 14 Oct. 174r Hugh Sparks 
285 , John Mitchell 
294 1.27 June 1745 Thomas Landon, Samuel Landon? 


1 ‘These should have been entered fifteen pages further on’ states a note in the 
Book of Charters II. These entries are printed in the correct position here. 


2 Both of Easton in Gordano. 
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295 
298 
299 
304 
395 
306 
316 
317 
318 
319 
323 
324 
325 
326 
CCP 
344 


345 


346 
350 


351 
354 
355 


356 
358 
360 
366 
367 
368 
369 
370 
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14 Oct. 1745 
15 Nov. 1746 


26 June 1749 
16 Oct. 1749 


1g Sept. 1750 


1o Aug. 1752 
27 Oct. 1753 


10 Nov. 1755 
8 Sept. 1757 


18 Jan. 1759 


17 Oct. 1760 


14 Dec. 1760 
15 Mar. 1762 
20 June 1764 


2 Mar. 1767 
19 Oct. 1767 


John Brown 

John Griffen 
Edmund Gostels 
John Thomas 
William Mitchell 
Morgan Dowles 
Abraham Gilmore 
Jacob Bashway 
Thomas Sharpe 
John Goodland 
Daniel Muggleworth 
Robert Parkhouse 
William Lockyer, jun. 
Price Rowland 
Ezekiel Smith 

John Gilmore 
Samuel Shepherd 
John Abraham 
John Spear, jun. 
Alexander Derevere 
George Morgan 
James Hall 

William Hobbs 
John Bevan 
William Griffin 
Richard Cullimore 
John Benson 
William Cox 

John Hobbs 
Samuel Goodland 
Samuel Dando 
John Wright! 
William Hobbs! 
Michael Gunney! 
Thomas Pye! 
William Rumney! 
Jeremiah Hanmore! 
John Jones, John Bellamy 
John Ricketts 
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1 All these appointments were stated to be ‘until the second week in Decem- 
ber next’. This was the time when the annual reappointments were mane by 


the Corporation of Bristol. 
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23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
46 
47 
48 
49 
B/P 
6r 
B/P 
gI 
I0o 


B/P 
129 


POLITICS AND THE PORT OF BRISTOL 


28 Nov. 1767 


28 April 1768 


7 Nov. 1771 


30 Sept. 1773 
31 Oct. 1774 
27 Sept. 1778 
8 Nov. 1779 
28 Oct. 1783 


8 May 1788 
6 Oct. 1800 


John Hobbs, Peter Scavell 

James Cox, Joseph Whitton 

William Gapper, Thomas Rumney 

Stephen Stone, John Gilmore | 

John Parfitt, Matthew Gilmore 

Isaac Thayer, George Edwards 

Samuel Rumney, Henry Tudor 

John Lockyer, James Thayer 

Thomas Romney, Jacob Mugler 

George Snow, Thomas Adams 

William Sulley 

William Staveley 

Price Rowland 

John Hyatt 

William Hamlin 

Thomas Bryant, Thomas Ray, John Shep- 
herd, Samuel Shepherd, Thomas Shep- 
herd, Joseph Long, Stephen Webber, 
Wiliam Adams, James Crady, Isaac 
Gilmore, James Gilmore, William Gard- 
ner, John Dickens, Thomas Hanmore, 
John Reed, George Ballemy, Joseph 
Cullimore, Joseph Richards, John Kid- 
well, James Harris 

William Dungy! 

Thomas Thayer, John Reid, Benjamin 
Parfitt, James Williams, John Rowlands, 
Henry Corp, Peter Saville, William 
Dickens, John Rogers, Samuel Hanmer, 
James Parfitt, George Buck, James 
Pane, George Martin, Thomas Shepherd, 
jun. James Scarrett, William Rumney, 
jun. George Parfitt, William Goodland, 
Joseph Hazell, William Davis 


(2) Regulation of Pilots 


The Society was also concerned with the regulation of the pilots’ 
wages and with exercising a disciplinary control over them. In addition 
to the material about the appointment of pilots, the Book of Petitions 
also contains some entries relating to misdemeanours. The first such 
entry is printed here in full, the subsequent entries are summarised. 


1 See below, p. 200. 
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i Complaint against a pilot, 1 Feb. 1772. p.49 
To the right worshipful Henry Bright Esquire Mayor of the City of 
Bristol and to the Worshipful the Aldermen his Brethren. 

These are to certify to your worships that at a General Assembly 
of the Society of Merchant Venturers within this city met in their 
Common Hall the thirty-first day of January last a protest of 
Thomas Farman, master and William Lake and others, crew of the 
ship Tryon was produced and read whereby it appears that the vessel 
was lately lost by the ignorance of John Lockyer one of the pilots 
belonging to this port whereupon it was voted and ordered that 
application should be made to your worships to suspend John 
Lockyer from the execution of the said office until he shall justify 
his conduct. 


As witness 
Feb 1, 1772 Samuel Worrall Clerk 
ii John Lockyer to be reinstated, 31 Oct. 17721 p.50 
iii William Hobbs, late suspended from office, to be re- p.80 
stored 16 April 17762 


iv Complaint against John Dickens, pilot forrunning on 4.100 
shore below Minehead, a Spanish vessel called San 
Joseph y Animas. The Society decided that the loss of 
the vessel was occasioned by the misconduct of the 
pilot who was suspended from office, June 1784. 
Reinstatement of John Bevan as pilot, 12 March 1785 = p. Io 
vi Complaint against James Thayer, pilot forrunningon 4.104 
the sand called the Spit a vessel called the Alfred. The 
committee of the Society decided that the fact was 
fully proved and that James Thayer ought to be sus- 
pended from the office of a pilot, 26 April 1785. 
vii Reinstatement of John Dickens, pilot, 14 March r7grt = 113 
viii As William Dungy of Crockarne Pill, mariner had 4.117 
omitted to make application to the Mayor and Alder- 
men. to execute the office of a pilot, he had been sus- 
pended from that office. He was now recommended 
again, 17 June 1701. 


< 


1 A testimonial sent in support of the application for reinstatement together 
with a letter from Thomas Hayes (owner of the Tryon) in which he said 
‘forgive him I do now with all my heart’ are in SMV PRH. 


Spl ee 17 September 1775. His petition for reinstatement is in SMV 
PRH. 
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(c) APPOINTMENTS 


The Book of Charters II and the Book of Petitions also contain some 
entries relating to the appointment of persons by the Society. The posts 
are of two kinds, those connected with the operation of the port and 
those concerned with the Society’s own affairs. Of the port officials, the 
haven master was first appointed in 1670 when the position was held by 
John Jones.! This appointment was not a good one and it was dis- 
continued in 1676. But the post was revived in 1679 and held by Captain 
William Davis of Shirehampton until 1700 when he was succeeded by 
John Homer. Under the Act of 1700 for ‘the better preserving the 
navigation of the Rivers Avon and Froome’”? the Society drew up a set 
of orders for the Haven Master which gave him control over the mooring 
of ships in the harbour and river and also over the movement of vessels 
up and down the Avon. Under these orders a new officer for the preserva- 
tion of the river Avon was appointed who was known as the Ballast 
Master. James Smith was the first holder of this post. Though the 
Society of Merchant Adventurers appointed and paid the Haven Master 
and the Ballast Master, in the one case {50 and in the other £20, the 
Common Council confirmed the appointments. Initially these posts were 
held by different persons but in time they came to be held by the same 
person. The first available entry of appointment is given in full but 
only the dates and names of the subsequent appointments to these two 
posts are given. In addition, a keeper of the planks was appointed 
in 1751. 

Of the appointment of servants of the Society, these two manuscript 
volumes contain information about the appointment of an attorney, a 
deputy steward and of gamekeepers for the estates owned by the Society. 


(x) The Port 
(a) Appointment of a Haven Master pp.238-9 


To the right worshipfull John Price Esq. Mayor of the city of 
Bristoll and the worshipfull the Aldermen his brethren : 


These are to certifye to your worships that at a General Assembly 
of the Society of Merchants Adventurers within this City mett at 
their Common Hall on Monday the roth day of May 1729 Abraham 
Lewis of Shirehampton in the County of Gloucester, mariner, was 
elected and chosen haven master of the river belonging to the city 


1¥or further information about these posts see Patrick McGrath, ‘The 
Society of Merchant Venturers and the port of Bristol in the 17th century’, 
Trans. Bristol & Glos. Archaeol. Soc. LXXITI (1953), 105-28. 


‘2 See above, p.5. 
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and he was ordered to attend your worships in order to his taking 
the oath for the faithfull discharge of his duty in the said office. 


Ita testor 


To all to whom these presents shall come wee the Mayor and 
Aldermen of the City of Bristol send greeting. Know ye that wee 
the said Mayor and Aldermen at the request and upon the recom- 
mendation of the master, wardens, assistants and commonalty of 
the Society of Merchants Adventurers within this city have assigned, 
ordained and appointed and by these presents doe assigne, ordaine 
and appoint Abraham Lewis of Shirehampton in the county of 
Gloucester, mariner, the office and employment of haven master 
within this port and we do hereby give and grant unto him the said 
_ Abraham, Lewis all just fees, profits and advantages incident to the 
said office of haven master or to the same of right or by usage and 
custom become due in a large and ample manner as John Homer, the 
late haven master or any other officer or officers, had enjoyed the 
same to have hold and enjoy the said office with the sallary, fee, 
profit and advantages thereof or incident thereunto as aforesaid to 
the said Abraham Lewis from henceforth during the will and pleasure 
of the mayor and aldermen and of the master, warden, assistants 
and commonalty of the said Society of Merchants Adventurers for 
the time being, in testimony whereof wee the mayor and aldermen 
have hereunto putt the seale of the office of Mayoralty belonging to 
the said city and have likewise caused the Corporation seale of the 
said Society of Merchants to be hereunto afixed this [ ] day 
of May in the second year of our sovereigne lord George the second 
King &c Anno Dom. 1729. | 


Haven Masters 1755-1810 


Page Date Name 

324 12 Aug. 1755 Thomas Hollister, mariner 

353 13 Sept. 1759 Henry West, mariner 

18-9 to Aug. 1767 William Jefferis, died 1773 

53 20 April 1773 Jacob Hollister, died 1773 

55 30 Sept. 1773 John Baker, died 1782 

- 17 Aug. 1782 John Shaw, died 1798 

* 12 Dec. 1798 William Tomlinson, resigned 1810 


* This list of haven masters has been completed from A. B. Beavan, Bristol 
Lists: Municipal and Miscellaneous (Bristol, 1899). 
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(b) Appointment of a Ballast Master p.223 


To the Right Worshipful Henry Swymmer Esq. Mayor of the City 
of Bristol and to the Worshipful the Aldermen his brethren: 

These are to certifye to your Worships that at a General Assembly 
of the Society of Merchants Adventurers within the City of Bristoll 
aforesaid mett in their Common Hall on Munday the 8th day of 
October 1722 Thomas Fox of the city of Bristoll, boatman, was 
chosen and elected Ballast Master to take care of the River from 
Hannams Mills to the Holes Mouth and he was then ordered to 
attend your worshipps in order to his taking the oath for the faithful 
discharge of his duty in the said office. 


Ita testor 
Henry Fane, Clericus ibidem 
rz October 1722. 


It is ordered that the said Thomas Fox be admitted into the office 
of Ballast Master within this City and to hold and enjoy the same as 
long as he shall faithfully demean himself therein. 


Ballast Masters, 1767-1781 


Page Date Name 

18-19 to Aug. 1767 William Jefferis 

53 20 April 1773 Jacob Hollister 

55 30 Sept. 1773 John Baker - 

98-9 13 Dec. 1781 John Shaw 

(c) Appointment of a Person to take charge of the planks p.323 


Merchants Hall, Bristol, 10 Nov. 1751. 

By an order of the Committee of this Society confirmed this day 
at a Generall Meeting it is ordered that Thomas Odford be appointed 
to take care of the planks within this port and to collect and receive 
from all masters and owners of all lighters trows coasters and of all 
ships belonging to foreigners and merchants not free of this Hall and 
comeing to the Key of Bristol, sixpence a voyage for the use of such 
planks. 

Witness my hand, : 
Thomas Fane, Clark to the said Society. 
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(2) Officials of the Society 


(a) Attorney, 3 April 1773 p.52 


Know all men by these presents what we the master, wardens, and 
commonalty of the Society of Merchant Venturers of the City of 
Bristol in consideration of the trust which we have and repose in 
Charles Jones of the City of Bristol, gentleman, have made, ordained, 
authorized and appointed and by these presents do make, depute, 
authorize and appoint him the said Charles Jones our true and lawful 
attorney for us and in our names and for our sole use and benefit to 
ask, demand and receive of and from all and every person and per- 
sons whomsoever as well natives as foreigners all such sum and sums 
of money as shall from time to time become due and payable to us 
on account of wharfage, moorage and anchorage or by what other 
name or names the same have been distinguished and which have 
been usually paid from all ships and vessels arriving in or going out 
of the said port of Bristol and from all goods and merchandizes 
imported into or exported from the said port and on receipt of the 
same sums or any part thereof acquittances or any other legal dis- 
charges for us and in our names to give and generally to act in the 
premises as if we were personally present and whatsoever our said 
attorney shall legally do in the premises we do hereby ratify and con- 
firm provided that the deputation shall continue in force during our 
will and pleasure. In witness whereof we have hereunto caused our 
common seal to [be] set and affixed this 3d day of April in the 13th 
year of our sovereign lord George the 3d and in the year of Our Lord 


1773: 


(b) Gamekeepers 
1 Manor of Stogursey, r Dec 1757 .347 


Know all men by these presents that we Henry Swymmer, James 
Laroche, Christopher Willoughby and Samuel Munckley, lords 
farmers of the manor of Stogursey, otherwise Moncton Home in the 
county of Somerset, by virtue of the several Acts of Parliament made 
for the preservation of the game, have and each of us hath made, 
deputed, authorized and appointed and, by these presents, do and 
each of us doth make, depute, authorize and appoint Nathaniel 
Tucker of Stogursey aforesaid, yeoman, to be our gamekeeper of and 
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within the said manor of Stogursey, otherwise Moncton Home, and - 
do hereby give and grant unto the said Nathaniel Tucker full power 
and authority, according to the directions of the statutes in that case 
made, to kill game for our use and also to take and seize all such guns, 
greyhounds, setting dogs and other dogs, ferrets, trammels,} hays? 
or other nets, snares or engines for the taking, killing, or destroying 
of hares, pheasants, partridges or other game as, within the said 
manor of Stogursey, otherwise Moncton Home aforesaid, and the pre- 
cincts thereof, shall be kept or used by any person or persons not 
legally qualified to do the same and further to act and do all and 
every thing and things, which to the office of a gamekeeper doth 
belong or appertain, pursuant to the directions of the said Acts of 
Parliament, during our will and pleasure. In witness whereof we 
have hereunto caused our common seal to be set and affixed &c. 
Dated x1 December 1757. 


2 Manor of Locking, Somerset, 3 Nov 1775 | 0.74 


John Jenkins of Locking, esquire. 

3 Manor of Beer, Somerset, 3 Nov 1775 p.75 
John Evered the younger, of Beer, esquire 

4 Manor of Clifton, Gloucestershire, 9 Jan 1783 ~.97 
Robert Smith, esq. of Clifton. 

5, Manor of Monckton Combe, Aug 1785 p.I05 
John Coles of Stogursey, yeoman. 

6 Manor of Beer, Aug 1785 p.105 
Edward Morle of Beer, yeoman. 

(c) Deputy Steward of Monckton Combe, 20 Oct 1756 ~.337 


‘Know all men by these presents that Thomas Fane of the city of 
Bristol, esq., steward of all and every of the manors of or belonging 
to the master, wardens, assistants and commonalty of the Society of 
Merchants Adventurers within the city of Bristol, for diverse good 
causes and considerations me in this behalf especially moving, have 
made, deputed, nominated and appointed and by these presents, do 
make, depute, nominate and appoint Robert Rowe the younger of 
Stogursey in the county of Somerset, Gent., to be my deputy steward, 
untill the revocation of these presents, of all that the manor of 
Monckton Home, in the said county of Somerset, to the said master, 
wardens, assistants and commonalty of the Society of Merchants 
Adventurers belonging, and I do hereby give and grant unto the said 


3 A trammel is a kind of net for catching fish. 


4 Hays are nets used in catching wild animals, especially rabbits, being 
stretched in from of their holes or round their haunts. 
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Robert Rowe the younger my full powers and authority to summon 
and hold all and every courts leet and courts baron to the said manor 
belonging or appertaining, and to have, receive and take to my use 
all fees and perquisites to the said office of Steward belonging and to 
receive all herriots, fines and other payments due from and payable 
by the copyhold tenants within the said manor and on non payment 
thereof to take and make one or more distress or distresses for the 
same and generally to do, transact and execute all and every act, 
matter and thing, which to the said office of steward belongeth or 
appertaineth, and I do hereby allow, ratify and confirm all and what- 
soever the said Robert Rowe shall legally do or cause to be done in or 
about the premisses by virtue of these presents. In witness &c. 
20 October 1756. 

Thomas Fane 


(4) ANNUITIES 


Besides their economic, political and social activities, merchant 
fraternities commonly had a charitable function. As a perpetual cor- 
poration, the Society of Merchant Venturers was an appropriate body 
to handle charitable bequests. Two examples of such a trust, that of an 
annuity for the King Street Almshouse and for the parish of St James, 
are to be found in the Book of Petitions. 

The financial history of the Society has yet to be elucidated so that 
the full picture is not known but it is clear that in the later eighteenth 
century the Society raised funds by accepting deposits for annuities. 
Such an arrangement had advantages for both parties, the Society 
acquired ready capital while the annuitant made provision for what was 
in effect a pension for himself or for a dependant. 


1. Annuity for King St. Almshouse, 1771 pp.35-6 


Know all men by these presents that we the Masters Wardens and 
Commonalty of the Society of Merchants Venturers of the City of 
Bristol do acknowledge and hereby declare that we have on the day 
of the date of these presents receiv’d the sum of four hundred pounds 
of lawfull Brittish money and that the same is given to us to the only 
intent and purpose that we and our successors shall yearly and every 
year for ever after lay out and expend the full sum of sixteen pounds 
of like money (being the annual interest of the said four hundred 
pounds) in the purchasing of sundry articles of apparel as specified 
in the schedule hereto annexed and which shall be distributed in 
manner therein mentioned on every first day of January unless when 

1 See Richard Price, Observations on Reverstonary Payments ; on Schemes for 


providing Annuities for Widows, and for Persons in Old Age... (5th ed. London, 
1792). 
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it falls on a Sunday and then on the following day amongst the 
twelve poor women in the Alms House in King Street within the 
parish of St Stephen Bristol and commonly called the Merchants 
Alm House and it being the express will of the donor signified to us 
that if on examination it shall be found that any part of the apparel 
so distributed hath been sold or disposed of by either of the persons 
such person shall at the ensuing distribution be totally excluded 
from having any share or part thereof. We the said Master Warden 
and Commonalty do hereby agree and declare for us and our suc- 
cessors that we will pay all due regard thereto and comply as far as 
in us lyeth with the whole will of the donor respecting the above 
donation. In testimony whereof we have hereunto set our common 
seal the eighteenth day of February in this year of our Lord one 
thousand seven hundred and seventy one 

The schedule referred to by the Deed or Instrument hereunto 
annexed: 
Three pieces of Dowlais linnen to make 24 woman’s shifts that is two 
for each woman—each piece to be of the value (as near as may 
be) of £1 15s. 6d. making together £5 6s. 6d 
Twelve linen handkerchiefs for their necks and the 
same number for their pockets to be of the value (as 
near as may be) of f2 4s. od 
Twenty four pairs of worsted stockings knit, each to — 
be of the value (as near as may be) or three shillings 
per pair making together £3 12s. od. 
Twenty four pair of shoes each to be of the value (as 
near as may be) of three shillings and three pence per 
pair making together £3 18s. od. 


£15 os. 6d. 
Incidental charges of making the shifts handkerchiefs &c uncertain! 


2. Annuity for the parish of St James, 1775 p.66 


Know all men by these presents that we the Master Wardens and 
Commonalty of the Society of Merchants Venturers of the City of 
Bristol do hereby acknowledge to have this day received of Eleanor 
Hammond of the said City of Bristol widow the sum of two hundred 

1 This was the gift of Mrs Mary Ann Peloquin. See The Bristol Charities, 


ed. Thomas John Manchee (Bristol, 1831), I, 242-3 | in which this deed and 
schedule is printed. 
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pounds of lawful money of Great Britain and that the same is given 
to us to the only intent and purpose that we and our successors shall 
on the fourth day of February yearly and every year well and truly 
pay or cause to be paid unto her the said Eleanor Hammond and 
her assigns during her natural life the sum of six pounds of lawful 
money of Great Britain and from and after the decease of the said 
Eleanor Hammond do and shall from ever thereafter well and truly 
pay or cause to be paid unto the church wardens for the time being 
of the parish of St James in the said City of Bristol on the fourth 
day of February the like sum of six pounds of lawful money of Great 
Britain to be by them disposed in such manner as she the said 
Eleanor Hammond by any deed or instrument in writing under her 
hand and seal and attested by two or more credible witnesses or by 
her last will and testament in writing legally executed and attested 
shall direct to be disposed of. For the true payment whereof we 
bind us and our successors lands tenements and hereditaments 
firmly by these presents. 

In testimony whereof we have hereunto set our common seal this 
fourth day of February in the fifteenth year of the reign of our 
sovereign lord George the third by the grace of Great Britain France 
and Ireland King Defender of the faith and so forth and in the year 
of our Lord 1775.4 


3. Annuity: Ann Hort, Oct. 1776 p.80 


The Society of Merchant Venturers do owe and stand indebted 
to Ann Hort, widow of the City of Bristol in the sum of one thousand 
pounds. To be paid to Ann Hort’s account on the [ ] day of April 
next {15, being 3 per cent interest and to continue to pay such 
interest as long as the said sum shall remain unsatisfied. A bond 
given to Ann Hort for £1,000. 


4. Annuity: Wiliam Mathew, 6 Sept. 1777 p84 


The Society of Merchant Venturers do owe and stand indebted to 
William Mathew of Wraxall in the county of Somerset in the sum of 
one thousand pounds. To be paid to his account on 6th March next 
the sum of £15 for the interest thereof being at the rate of three 
pounds by the hundred by the year. Interest after this rate to be 
paid as long as the sum shall remain unsatisfied by us. 6 Sept. 1777 


1 See Manchee, Bristol Charities, I, 270-1, 459-60. 
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5. Annuity: Edward May, r Sept. 1778 p.90 


The Society of Merchant Venturers in consideration of the deposit 
of £800 for the use of the Society do grant unto Edward May, 
being of the age of 63 years and unto Eleanor his wife, being of the 
age of 63 years, and unto the survivor of them, one annuity or yearly 
rent charge of £56 to be paid during their lives and the life of the 
survivor of them by equal half-yearly payments vizt. on the first 
day of March and on the first day of September and so in proportion 
for any part of the last year of the life of the survivor of them for 
the true payment where of the Society do bind themselves and their 
successors, lands and tenements, goods and chattels firmly by these 
presents dated the first day of September in the 18th year of our 
sovereign lord George the 3rd &c. and in the year of our Lord 1778. 


APPENDIX 


REGISTER OF MEMBERS 1701-1803 


A list of the members of the Society of Merchant Venturers of Bristol 
for the years 1618-1700 is printed in McGrath, Society, pp. 26-33. 
Admissions to 1765 are to be found in the Book of Charters I, 67-8, 
346-7. There is no similar consolidated list in the Society’s records after 
that date and therefore the section of the following list for the years 
1766-1803 has been compiled from the Books of Proceedings of the 
Society. Unlike the list in McGrath, Society, where the year runs from 
25 March, the year in the list printed here begins on 1 January. The 
method of entry into the freedom of the Society is indicated in brackets 
after each member’s name. Freedom could be obtained on four grounds: 
by apprenticeship(A), by patrimony on payment of 4s. 6d.(P) by 
redemption on payment of 40s(R) or on payment of a fine. In this latter 
case the sum paid is entered in brackets after the name. Until 1 October 
1713 the fine had been variable in amount but in that year it was raised 
to £50, on 9 July 1725 to £100 and on 5 October 1730 to £200. This 
last increase put an end to admissions by this method for a period and 
then on 17 February 1738 the fine was reduced to £100 to enable eleven 
persons to be admitted and immediately afterwards raised to £250. 
No further admissions were made by fine until 21 October 1765 when the 
fine was reduced to {150. A further change, the last in the eighteenth 
century, was made on 3 September 1768 when the sum was increased 
to £200. On 17 September 1803 the fine was reduced to £150 to permit 
the admission of a further batch and immediately afterwards the order 
of 3 September 1768 was confirmed. 


Date Name 


7 Aug. 1701 James Donning(A), William Hopton (A), Robert 
Browne, jun. (A), Thomas Longman(A), Joshua 
Franklyn(A), Joseph Creswick, jun.(P), Simon 
Mason(A) 
10 Nov. 1702 William French({30), Thomas Morgan(A), Isaac 
Elton(A), James Seward(A), Thomas Seward(A), 
William Hayman(A), Sir John Hawkins(£30) 
16 Nov. 1702 John Becher({25), John Coysgarne({£30) 
i June 1703 John Blackwell(£3 3s.), George Lane(R) 
10 Nov. 1703 Abel Grant(A), Hugh Hayward(A), Samuel Hunt 
(A), Marmaduke Bowdler(A) 
12 Sept. 1704 Jeremy Innys(A) 
28 June 1705 Joseph Browne(P) 
to Nov. 1705 John Grant(A), Jacob Elton(A), John Norman(A) 
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Date 


29 March 1706 


8 Oct. 


10 Nov. 


18 March 


ro Nov. 
14 Nov. 
12 Dec. 
13 Sept. 
7 July 
ro Nov. 
24 April 
ro Nov. 
rz Dec.1 
20 Dec. 
ro Nov. 


27 Nov. 
2 Feb. 
28 April 
r Oct. 


ro Nov. 


g July 
17 Sept. 
29 Dec. 
19 Aug. 
ro Nov. 


8 March 


Ir Oct. 
ro Nov. 
I2 Dec. 
ro Nov. 
ro Nov. 


1706 


1706 
1707 


1707 
1707 
1707 
1709 
I7I0 
1710 
171I 
I7II 
I7II 
1711 
1712 


1712 
1713 
1713 
1713 


1713 


1714 
1714 
1714 
1715 
1715 
1716 
1716 
1716 
1716 
1717 
1718 
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Name 
Samuel Shawe({25), Harrington Gibbs(P) 
Herbert Cother(A), William Attwood(£30), Hum- 
phrey Clark(£30) 
Benjamin Browne(A), George Wyrrall(A) 
Thomas Easton(R), Peter Hiley(A), Griffith Lort 
(A) 
Gleed Kirke(A) 
James Hilhouse({£30) 
John Duddlestone(A) 
William Baker(A) 
Stephen Baker(£30) 
Samuel Blake(A) 
Peter Day(A), Christopher Shuter(£30) 
William Freke(£30) 
Robert Earle(R), Lawrence Hollister(£30) 
John Hollidge(A) 
Lawford Cole(A), Edward Jones, jun.(A), George 
Hoskins(A), Thomas Hort, jun.(A), Thomas Hos- 
kyns(A), Nathaniel Webb(A), John Coysgarne(A), 
Charles Barrow(A) 
John Duddlestone(A), Seth Clayton(£30) 
Edmund Baugh(£30), James Day(£30). 
Nathaniel Wraxall(£30) 
Warren Cary(R), Henry Lloyd(A), John Duckin- 
field(£30), John Kemp(£30), Isaac Crump(£30), 
Edward Foy(£30) 
John Batchelor(A), Edward Curtis(A), Richard 
Lougher(A) 
John Hobbs(£50) 
William Challoner({£50) 
Edward Birkin(A) 
William Attwood, jun.(A) 
Henry Franklyn(A) 
Thomas Bowles(A) 
William Johnson(A), Thomas Freke(A) 
Thomas Chamberlain(A) 
John Templeman({50) 
William Raymond (£50) 
Thomas Addison(£50), Noblet Ruddock(£50) 


1 The petition of Charles Harford to be admitted a member rejected, he 


being a professed Quaker. 


admitted by fine. 


Ordered, no professed Quaker be henceforth 


Date 


17 Nov. 
ro Nov. 

8 Dec. 
18 July 


17 Oct. 
ro Nov. 
20 Dec. 


4 March 


28 Sept. 
23 Oct. 
18 July 
8 Oct. 
8 Aug. 
27 Sept. 
7 Nov. 
to Nov. 


2 March 


6 May 
5 June 
28 Sept. 
to Nov. 
23 Dec. 


4 March 


69 July 
ro Nov. 
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1718 
1719! 
1719 
17202 


1720 
1720 
1720 
1721 
1721 
1721 
1722 
1722 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 
1724 
1724 
1724 
1724 
1724 
1724 


1725 
1725 
1725 


10 March 1726 


ro Nov. 


1726 


2II 
Name 


Richard Henville(A) 

Edward Attwood(A), William Croft(A) 

Lionel Lyde(£50) 

Robert Rogers(A), John Sheppard(A), Humphrey 
Fitzherbert, jun.(A), John Day(P), William Browne 
(A), Robert Gibbs(A), Michael Pope(R), William 
French(A), Henry Combe(A), Walter Lougher(P) 
John Baker(£30), Michael White, jun({£50) 

John Foy(A) 

Thomas Bayly(A) 

Richard Franklyn(A) 

Ffownes Fitzherbert(A) 

Richard Assheton(A) 

James Hasell(A) 

Arthur Hart(A), John Attwood(A) 

Henry Hart(A) 

Robert Smith({£50) 

Cornelius Lyde({50), George Mason(R)3 

William Swymmer, jun.(A) 

Christopher Willoughby(A) 

Francis Creswicke(R) 

Edward Cooper(£30)* 

William Jefferis(£50) 

Isaac Crump(A), John Champneys(A) 

Corsley Rogers(R), Francis Rogers(R), William 
Hare(R), Isaac Hobhouse(£50) 

Daniel Lysons(A) 

Lewis Casamajor(£50) 

Abraham Elton, jun.(R) 

William Roberts(A), John Willoughby(R), James 
Laroche(£100) 

William Hart, jun.(A) 


1 Henry Vaughan declined to take up the freedom. 


2 Non-admission of Quakers repealed. Matthew Hawkins not admitted, not 
serving as a merchant. Robert Gibbs admitted, having been apprenticed and 
traded as a merchant. 


3‘Mr George Mason having served an apprenticeship with his father, Mr 
George Mason, a member of the Society who omitted to inroll him as usuall 
and Mr Mason the son haveing now petitioned to have his freedome notwith- 
standing, he was now inrolled by being put to the vote of the Hall.’ Paid 4s. 6d, 


4 Because he had served Mr Lyde five and a half years and Mr Lyde was 


admitted. 
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Date 
31 May 
14 July 
19 Sept. 
17 Oct. 


to Nov. 
13 Feb. 
19 May 
25 Sept. 
ro Nov. 
15 April 
22 June 
5 Oct. 


ro Nov. 
17 Dec. 
23 June 
12 Oct. 
14 Dec. 

7 Jan. 
rr May 

6 Oct. 
ro Nov. 


g Jan. 


12 March 


2 July 
to Nov. 
8 Oct. 
ro Nov. 
9 May 
20 Oct. 
ro Nov. 


24 March 


Io Sept. 
ro Nov. 


1727 
1727 
1727 
1728 


1728 
1729 
1729 
1729 
1729 
1730 
1730 
1730 


1730 
1730! 
1731 
1731 
1731 
1732 
1732 
1732 
1732 
1733 
1733 
1733 
£733 


1734 
1734 
1735 
1735 
1735 
1736 
1736 


1736 
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Name 
Joseph Isles(A) 
Nathaniel Foy(A), James Whitchurch(A) 
Basil Arden Price(A), Samuel Gardner, jun.(A) 
Edward Day(A), Henry Dampier(A), William 
Harrington(A), William Machen(A), Anthony 
Swymmer(P) 
William Chamberlain(A) 
William Duckinfield(A), Stephen Baker(A) 
Thomas Robinson(A) 
John Stevens(A) 
Richard Longman(A) 
John Hilhouse(R), Edmund Saunders(fr100) 
William Barnsdale(£100) 
John Blissett(A), Samuel Jacob({100), George 
Daubeny(£100) 
Henry Swymmer(R) 
John Ducommon(A) 
John Graham(A) 
Charles Grosse(A) 
John Pierce(A), Philip Nourse(A)? 
Christopher Jones(A), John Merewether(A) 
Matthew Bowen(A) 
Abraham Elton(R) 
Peter Muggleworth(A) 
Samuel Smith(A) 
Richard Pigot(A) 
Isaac Denis Chirack(A) 
John Harmer(A) 
Cornelius Lyde(A), Richard Rogers(R) 
Jacob Elton(P), Isaac Elton(P) 
Augustine Wilkins(A) 
Henry Casamajor(A), John King(A) 
John Hobhouse(A) 
William Daniel(A) 
Joseph Jefferis(A) 
James Day, jun.(R), Cranfield Becher(A), John 
Smith(A), Peter Hatton(A), Henry Hobhouse(A), 
Michael Becher(A), Robert Bound(P) 


1 Matthew Foy was not admitted as he ‘hath been a mariner during the 
whole term of his apprenticeship.’ 

2 On 15 Dec. his name was ordered ‘to be struck off as only served five years 
apprenticeship and now a brewer.’ 


Date 
8 Dec. 


ro March 


2 Nov. 
x Dec. 


24 June 


22 March 


10 Nov. 
20 Feb. 

2 Oct. 
to Nov. 


25 Jan. 


14 March 


ar Nov. 
25 Aug. 
26 Nov. 
4 Feb. 
30 Sept. 
Ir Jan. 
13 Sept. 
16 Jan. 
26 June 
16 Oct. 
10 Nov. 
21 Oct. 
20 Jan. 
ro Aug. 
14 May 
12 June 
22 Aug. 
7 April 
24 Aug. 
Ig Jan. 
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1730 
1737 


1737 
1737 


1738 
1739 
1739 
1740 
1740 
1742 
1743 
1743 
1745 
1746 
1746 
1747 
1747 
1748 
1748 
1749 
1749 
1749 
1749 
1751 
1752 
1752 
1753 
1754 
1754 
1756 
1756 
1757 


Name 


Thomas Willoughby(A) 

Isaac Baugh(A), John Staplyton(A), William 
Swymmer(P) 

Francis Birbeck(A) 

George Daubeny(A), Hesketh Yarburgh(A), George . 
Hart(R), Edward Wilcocks({100), James Daltera 
({x00), Graffin Prankard({100), Thomas Power 
(£100), Nathaniel Champion{(100), William Tonge 
(£100), William Champion(f{100), William Davies 
({100), Richard Farr, jun.(f{100), Christopher 
Devonsheir(£100), William Reeve(£r100) 

John Crosse(A) 

George Becher(A) 

Walter King(A), Giles Batchelor(A) 

William Bowen(A), Ebenezer Hare(A) 

Christopher Turpritiae(A) 

Abraham Isaac Elton,(P) Thomas French(A) 
Vincent Biscoe(A) 

Samuel Peare(A), James Hilhouse, jun.(R) 

James Bonbonous(A) 

John Daubeny(A) 

Lyonel Lyde(R) 

Samuel Munckley(A), Nathaniel Wraxall(R) 
Edward Lloyd(A) 

Leeson Blackwood(A) 

Edward Charleton(A), Joseph Whitchurch(P) 
Francis Rogers(R), James Daltera(A) 

Anthony Swymmer(R) 

Richard Coombe(P), Mathew Foy(A) 

John Day(R) 

Andrew Pope(R) 

William Hilhouse(A), Edward Curtis(A) 

Charles Thornton(A) 

John Tonge(A) 

Joseph Daltera, jun.(A) 

Thomas Farr, jun.(A) 

Thomas Blackwell(R) 

Samuel Davis(A) 

Humphrey Brown(P) 
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Date 


ro Nov. 
23 Nov. 
13 Sept. 
ro Nov. 


ro March 


Ig June 
-g Oct. 


2 March 


1 June 


27 Sept. 
16 Jan. 

20 June 
1o Nov. 
ro Nov. 
18 Nov. 


19 Dec. 


27 Feb. 
10 Nov. 
11 May 

5 June 
to Aug. 


19 Oct. 


5 July 
3 Sept. 
ro Oct. 
to Nov. 
21 Oct. 


26 March 


3 April 
27 Oct. 
12 Feb. 
31 Oct. 
29 Nov. 
1x Jan. 
18 Jan. 


1757 
1757 
1759 
1759 
1760 
1760 
1760 
1761 
1761 


1762 
1764 
1764 
1764 
1765 
1765 


1765 


1766 
1766 
1767 
1767 
1767 


1767 


1768 
1768 
1768 
1768 
1769 
1772 
1773 
1773 
1774 
1774 
1774 
1775 
1775 


Name 


Corsley Rogers, jun.(P), John Stevenson(A) 
Robert Rogers(P) 

Abraham Elton, jun.(P), Isaac Elton, jun.(P) 
William, Jones(A) 

Thomas Ricketts(A) 

Samuel Span(A) 

William Diaper(A) 

Paul Farr(A) 

Jacob Elton(P), John Harford(A), Mark Harford, 
(A), Robert Smith(A) 

Jabez Marchant(A) 

Thomas Rowse(A) 

James Laroche, jun.(A) 

Andrews Reeve(R) 

Edward Elton(P) 

William Farr(R), John Fowler(£150), William 
Weare(£150) 

Michael Miller, jun.({150), Joseph Farell(£150), 
Henry Cruger(£150) 

Henry Garnett({150) 

William Bridges Champion(R) 

Henry Hobhouse, jun.(P) 

George Daubeny, jun.(P) 

Henry Bright({150), John Vaughan(f{150), Robert 
Gordon(£{150), John Powell(£150) 

Edward Harford, jun.({150), Richard Champion, 
jun.(£150) 

George Champion(A) 

Thomas Perkins(A), Jeremiah Hill(£150) 

Edward Brice({150) 

James Harford(£150), Henry Lippincott(£150) 
Justinian Casamajor(A) 

John Champion(R) 

John Garnett(A) 

John Fisher Weare(A) 

John Daubeny(R), James Martin Hilhouse(R) 
Henry Casamajor, jun.(R), James Whitchurch(R) 
Charles Daubeny(R) 

Samuel Whitchurch(R) 

Christopher Willoughby(R) 
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Date Name 
13 March 1775 John Powell, jun.(A) 
13 Sept. 1775 Richard Bright(A) 
to Nov. 1775 Jeremiah Hill(A), William Weare, jun.(A), Henry 
Weare(A) 
5 Feb. 1776 Isaac Hobhouse(R) 
16 April 1776 Edward Harford, jun.(A) Robert Gordon(A) 
25 May 1776 George Gibbs(A), John Taylor Vaughan(A) 
to Nov. 1776 John Fowler, jun.(A), James Daubeny(R) 
15 Jan. 1777 Timothy Powell(A), Joshua Powell(A) 
to April 1777 John Scandrett Harford(A) 
4 Nov. 17771 Joseph Harford(£200), Charles Hill(A) 
27 Aug. 1778 William Fowler(A), Joseph Bonbonous(A), Ben- 
jamin Hobhouse(A) 
4 Aug. 1779 Samuel Andrews Lloyd(R), Mark Davis, jun.(£200) 
21 Dec. 1779 Philip Prothero({200), John Cave({200), Thomas 
Hungerford Powell(A), Walter Powell(A) 
7 April 178x John Gordon(A) 
27 Oct. 1781 William Reeve(A), Richard Tombs({200) 
6 Nov. 178x Truman Harford(A), Samuel Parks Rogers(R) 
24 Sept. 1782 Richard Vaughan(A) 
g Oct. 1782 William Gordon(A) 
10 Nov. 1782 Thomas Hill(A) 
5 Sept. 1783 James Rogers({£200) 
28 Oct. 1783 William Miles({200), William Randolph(£200) 
20 Aug. 1785 William Fowler(A) 
to Sept. 1785 Charles Joseph Harford(A) 
7 Nov. 1785 James Fowler(A), John Blackwell(R) 
to Nov. 1785 Thomas Daniel({200) 
26 March 1786 James Cross(£200) 
to Nov. 1786 Edward Thurston Davis(R) 
to Dec. 1786 William Peter Lunell(A) 
23 Feb. 1787 Stephen Cave(A), Charles Edward Harford(A), 
William Overend(£200) 
6 June 1787 John Cave, jun.(A) 
20 Nov. 1787 Samuel Lloyd Harford(R) 
8 May 1788 William Cave(A) 
25 April 1789 Joseph Whitchurch(R) 
12 May 1789 Richard Vaughan, jun.(A) 


1‘Ordered that the names of Herbert Cother, George Wyrrall and Griffith 
Lort be left out of the list of this Society as they have not appeared for up- 


wards of 60 years.’ 
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Date 


7 Nov. 
4 Jan. 
- 13 Apnil 
8 Dec. 


1789 
1790 
1790 
1790 


Name 


Richard Tombs, jun.(A), John Tombs(A) 
James Vaughan(A) 

Francis Smith(A) 

John Daniel(A) 


1z March 1791! Walter Cave(A) 


13 Oct. 
24 March 
22 May 
22 May 


7 Sept. 
22 Oct. 


30 Nov. 
9 Nov. 
23 Feb. 
13 Feb. 
29 May 
6 Nov. 
1r March 
25 Aug. 
24 Jan. 
17 Sept. 


1791 
1792 
1792 
1793 


1793 
1794 


1795 
1796 
1798 
1800 
1800 
1801 
1802 
1802 
1803 
1803 


John Span(R) 

Mark Harford(R), James Jones({200) 

Samuel Harford(A), John Harford(A) 

Onesiphorus Ronjat Power(R), William Fry 
(£200), Walter Jacks({200) 

James Randolph(A) 

Isaac Bence(A), Samuel Brice(A). Edward Brice, 
jun.(A) 

Philip John Miles(A) 

Andrew Pope(R), Samuel Span, jun.(R) 

Hugh Vaughan(A), Richard Sargeant Fowler(R) 
William Diaper Brice(R) 

George Hilhouse(R) 

Samuel Whitchurch(R) 

George Gibbs(R), Henry Protheroe(A) 
Benjamin Bickley({£200) 

John Vaughan(A) 

William Gibbons, Anthony Palmer Collings, 
William Holder, James George, Thomas Hellicar, 
Joseph Hellicar, Charles Anderson, Robert Bruce, 
Richard Hart Davis, Henry Brooke, John Hay- 
thorn, William Danson, Robert Bush, William 
Perry, John Britten Bence, John Thomson, Robert 
Vizer, John Barrow, and Charles Harvey (all paid 
£150 each) 


15 Oct. 1803 Philip Protheroe(R) 


1On 7 April 1791 William Swymmer declined to take up the freedom. 


ABRAHAM, John, 198 

Accra, 72 
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rency, xxix; excise, xxxii, 
168; iron, xxi, xxviii; 
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xxviii, 41-2; prohibitory, 
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gling, 150; stamp, xiii, 
xxix, XXx, 104; tobacco, 
168-9, 178 

Adams, Thomas, 199; Wil- 


liam, 199 
eer Thomas, 15, 17, 
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Addington, Henry, 194 

Addison, Thomas, 211 

Admiralty, Lords Commis- 
sioners of, 9, II, 31, 32, 
33, 34, 56, 59, 60, 61, 62, 
64-5, 66, 82, 83, 95, 146 

Africa, coast of, xxii, xxv, 
34, 65, 74, 75, 107, I10, 
158-9; forts on, 58, 59, 
67, 68, 71, 72, 74; ships on, 
57-61, 68, 95 

African Company, the 
Royal, xiv, xxl, xxiv, 
XXV, 35 7s 2I, 27; 31, 34-5; 
58, 59, 61, 72, 75; new, 
xxi, 67, 68, 70, 71, 95, 
98, 147, 162 

Aitken, James, 147 

American colonies (planta- 
tions,) 2, 3, 8, 26, 29, 47, 
67, 68, 76, 84, 95; grain, 
110; iron, 76, 87-9, 91-2; 
naval stores, 77; silk 112; 

_ steel, xxvii, 123 

Anderson, Charles, 217 

Andrews, J. H. 80 

Angola, 2, 3, 60 

Anamaboe, 73 

Anson, Admiral Lord, 192; 
William R., xix 

Anti-slavery campaign, xxvi, 
161-2, 165-6, 168, 178-9 

Antigua, 45, 46; free port, 
125, 126, 150 

Appleby, 70, 75 

Appledore, 56 

Arkwright’s patent, xxiii, 
XXxil, 152 

Armytage, F. 104 

Arnold, George & Co. 66 

Ashton, T. S. xxviii 

Assheton, Richard, 212 

Assiento Contract, xxiv, 28, 
29, 30, 38, 39, 40 

Attorney, 201, 204 

Attwood, Edward, 212; 
John, 212; William, 211; 
William jun. 211 

Aust, 20 

Avon, River, 20; navigation 
of, 4—5, 83; condition of, 
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10, II, 114, 184, 188-9, 


Back, the, 14, 19 

Baillie, Evan (M.P. 1802— 
12), xiiis James Evan, 
189; Peter, 189 

Baker, John, 4, 195, 202, 
203, 212; Stephen, 211, 
213; William, 211 

Ballast master, 201, 203 

Ballamy, George, 199, see 
also Bellamy 

Banking, 127-8 

Banwell, Edward, 129 

Barbadoes, 3, 5, 45; free 
port, 125, 126: planters of, 


4,7 

Barbary coast, 32, 83; 
pirates, 9 

Barnard, Sir John, 50 

Barnes, D. G. xxxi 

Barnsdale, William, 213 

Barnstaple, 54, 56 

Bark, cinchona, 40; Jesuit’s, 
40 

Barnstaple, 54, 56 

Barratt, W., ix 

Barrow, Charles, 211; John, 
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Bashway, Jacob, 198 
Batchelor, Giles, 214; John, 


5, 211, 214 
Bath, 111, 1523 Lord, 63 
Baugh, Edmund, 21, 211; 


Isaac, 214 

Bayly, Richard, 4; Thomas, 
212 

Beachley, 20 

Beaufort, Henry, 2nd Duke 
of, 192: Henry, 5th Duke 
of, 144, 181, 193 


Beavan, A. B. xvii 
Becher, Cranfield, 213; 
George, 214; John, Io, 


13, 2I, 210; Michael, 63, 


213 

Beef, 94, 98 

Beckford, Richard (M.P. 
1754-56), xv, 68, 83 

Beel, Jacob, 3 

Beer (Somerset), 205 

Beer, G. L. xxviii 

Bellamy, John, 198; see also 
Ballamy 

Bence, Isaac, John 
Britten, 217 

Benson, John, 198 

Berkeley, Frederick, 
Augustus, Earl of, 193, 
Norborne, Lord Botetot 


192; 
Berkeley Pill, 181, 182 
Berrow, William, 197 
217 
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Berry, Samuel, 118, 121 
Berwick upon Tweed, 15, 16 
Bevan, John, 198, 200 
Bewdley, 142 

Bickley, Benjamin, 217 
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petitions, 54, 56; salt 
refiners, 6 


Bill, African, xxi; corn regu- 
lation 51; Indian corn, 
xxix, 130, prize captors’ 
gi; Sierra Leone, xxvi, 
175-7, shipowners, relief 
of, xxviii, 186 

Bining, A. C., 77 

Birmingham, 70, 75, 87, 103, 


177 
Biscoe, Vincent, 87, 88, 89, 
91; 95, 214 
Bitton, 6 
Blackburn, xx, 147 
Blackwell, John, 4, 18, 21, 
210, 216; Thomas, 214 
Blackwood, Leeson, 214 
Blake, Samuel, 211 © 
Blissett, John, 213 


Bonbonous, James, 214; 
Joseph, 216 

Boone, John, 197 

Boteler, Francis, 723 
Thomas, 72 


Botetot, Lord, 192 

Bound, Robert, 4, 213 

Bounties, xxxii; fishery, 52; 
hemp, silk and flax, 94; 
naval stores, 77; silk, 112; 
timber, 102 

Bourne, H. Fox, x 

Bowdler, Marmaduke, 210 

Bowen, Matthew, 213; 
William, 214 

Bowles, Thomas, 211 

Bowman, Walter, 115, 118 

Bracegirdle, John, 15, 17, 18 

Bradford (Wilts.), 55, 104 

Bragge, Charles (M.P. 1796— 
1812), 194 

Brandon Hill, 64 

Brandy, 42 

Brice, Edward, 132, 215; 
Edward jun. 217; Samuel, 
217; William Diaper, 217 

Bricey, Francis, 15, 17, 18 

Bricks, 112 

Brickdale, Matthew (M.P. 
1768-74, 1780-90), XV, 
III, 112, 113, 115, 118, 
I23, 124, 125, 128, I50, 
152, 193 

Bridgwater, 56 


Bright, Henry, 200, 215; 
Lowbridge, 124, 125; 
Richard, 216 


Bristol, Bridge. 157, 158; 
Chandlers, 98; city cham- 
berlain, xv; clothiers, 3, 
6, 8; Common Council 
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(Corporation), xiv-xv, xxi, 
XXIX, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 13, 
30, 43, 48, 64, 67, 75, 78, 
80, 84, 96, 99, I10, III, 
112, 138, 147, 153, 156-7, 
163, 165, 166, 167, 171, 
177, 180-1, 184, 189, 194, 
198, 201; cormfactors, 105; 
Exchange, 13-14; hospital, 
64; insurance, 53; iron- 
masters, XXViii; ironmon- 
gers, xxviii, 77; lighting, 
5; mayor, xvi; M.P.s, xx, 
Xxi, II, 56, 62, 63, 64, 
65, 67, 68, 69, 70, 77, 
79, 100, 106 (see also under 
mames of individual 
Bristol M.P’s); merchants, 
Xxi, Xxix, XXX, 4, 9, IO, 
12, 13, 23, 24, 35; 50, 
74, 751 77, 79, 81, 95, 
152, 156, 162, 166, 181; 
political clubs, xvi; port, 
XXxii, xxxv, 6, 13-14, 20, 
89, 92, 137-8, 147, 159— 
60, 180-1, 184, 188-9; 
salt refiners, 6, 9; sheriff, 
xv; shipping, xxiv, xxvii, 
54, 58, 61, 195, Sugar 
bakers, xii, xxviii, xxix, 
Xxxi, 105; tobacco manu- 
facture, 168; trade, 67, 83, 
II4, 192; traders, 56, 6 

64; West India Club’ 
Xvi, XXXV, 162; woollen 
manufacture, 55 


Brown, Humphrey, 214, 
John, 19 
Browne, Benjamin, 211; 


James, 15, 17, 18; John, 
197; Joseph, 210; "Robert 
jun. 210; William, 212 
Bruce, Robert, 217 
Bryant, Thomas, 199 
Bubb, John, 4 
Buck, George, 199 
Bull, John, 115, 118, 1109, 
121 
Bullion, Spanish, 102 
Burges, Thomas, 4 
Burghersh, Lord, 192 
Burke, Edmund (M.P. for 
Bristol 1774-80), XV, Xxiii 


XXiV, XXIX, XXX, Xxxi, 
129, 130, 132, 133, 134, 
135, 136, 138, 140, I4I, 
142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 
147, 148, 149, 193; 
Richard, 132 

Burnley, 44 

Burrish, Capt. 73 

Burroughs, jeremiah, 14, 
17,1 


Bury, Samuel, 115 

Bush, Robert, 217 

Butter, 94, 98 

Butterfield, Herbert, xxii, 
Xxxi 


Calico, 44 
Camden, Lord, 165, 194 
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Camperdown, Battle of, 186 

Camplin, Pea gI 

Canada, 6 

Canals, Bristol and Taunton, 
183-4: Gloucester 
Berkeley, 181-3; Stour- 
bridge, 134, 135-6; Stroud- 
water, 135; Worcester and 
Birmingham, 177 

Cane, Richard, 4 

Cape Blanco, 2, ~ Clear, 60; 

oast Castle, 72; Fini- 

sterre, xxviii, 43, 51, 573 
Mount, 60; Palmas, 60; 
Three Points, 60 

Carlisle, 70, 75 

Carmarthen, 56; Bay, 113 

Carribee Islands, 4 

Cary, John, xx, 3, 45 
Warren, 211 

Casamajor, Henry, ix, 213; 
Henry jun.,115; Justinian, 
215; Lewis, 212; William 
rene: 196; Casamajors, 


Cave, John, xi, 216; John 
jun., 216; ‘Stephen, 216; 
Susanna, xiii; Walter, 217: 
William, 216 

Ceely, M. 125 

Chafey, Brother, 197 

chaenet William, 51, 53, 


Chamberlain, Thomas, 211; 
William, 213 

Caan: George, 132, 215; 
John, 215; Nathaniel, 214; 
Richard, xi, xxiii, xxix, 
104, 130, 132, 134, 136, 
138, 141,146; Richard jun., 
2153 William, 138, 214; 
William Bridges, 215; 
Champions, xi 

Champneys, John, 212 

Chandos, Duke of, 162 

Chaplin, 'W. R. » 42 

Chard, 108 

Charles, Isaac, 197; James, 


197 
Charleton, Edward, 214 
Chedworth, Lord, 192 
Chester, 51, 75 
Chetwynd, Mr, 143 
Chippenham, 55 
Christie, I., xvi 
Cirencester, III 
Lord, see Nugent, 


Clark, Humphrey, 211 

Clarke, C. C., xxxvi 

Clarkson, Thomas, XXVi 

Clayton, Seth, 211 

Claxton, Robert, 189 

Clifton, 6, 137, 205 

Clitheroe, 70 

Cloth, Irish, 80 

Clovelly 56 

Clutterbuck, Richard, - 115, 
118, 119, 122; William, 4; 
I4, 17,1 

Cochineal, ro1 

Cocoa, Ior 


and. 


Coffee, 105 

Cole, Lawford, 211 

Coles, John, 205 

aa Anthony Palmer, 


Collins, Robert, 115, 118, 


44 
Colston, Edward (M.P. 
1710-13), XV; Edward jun., 
192; Francis, 192 
Combe, Henry, 
Richard, xv, I4I 
Committee Pa Plantation 
Affairs, 2 
Coaunissen. for new keys, 
I4—21, I15—22 
Commissioners of transports, 


212; 


4 

Commons, House of, xvi-xix, 
XX, XXVili, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 13; 2I, 26, 27-30, 34— 
5, 36, 37, 43-4, 44-5, 47, 
48-50, 50-1, 51, 52, 53-45 
54, 55, 63, 67-8, 68-9, 
69-70, 75% 76, 77-8, 78, 
83, 87-8, 89, 90, 92, 92-3, 
93> 94, 97, 98, 99, 100, 
103, 105-6, 106-7, 109, 
IIQ-II, III, 113, 122, 
123, 124-5, 126, 127-8, 
130-2, 132-3, 134, 135, 
135-6, 137-8, 139, 139- 
40, 140, 142, 143-4, 145, 
146, 152, 152-3, 153-4, 
155-6, 157; 165-6, 166-7, 
168-9, 170—I, 172~3, 175— 
7, 177, 181-2, 184, 185-6, 
186, 188-9 

Companies, chartered, xxv: 
see also African, East 
India, Hudson’s’ Bay, 
Levant and South Sea 
Company 

Constitutional and Loyal 
Society, xvi 

Convoys, xxvii, 61, 62-3, 
63-4, 6 4—6 

ee "Henty Seymour, 


Charnbé: Richard, 214 

Cooper, Edward, 81, by, 212; 
Mr, 42 

Cope, Mr; 73 

Coplestone, John, 189 

Corbett, Mr, 66 

Cork, 5 

Com, export, 112; import, 
Xxix, xXxxi, 89, I1IO-II, 
III-I2, 130; price, I10; 
regulation bill, 51, 155-6, 
166-7, 170-1, 172-3; trade, 
II2, 170-1 

peli eres 56 
rp, Henry, 199 

Corsley, John, 4 

Coster, horas (M.P. 1734— 


cote Herbert, xiv, 211 
Cotton, xxviii, 43-4 
Cotton wool, 43-4 
Coupland, R., 179 


Coventry, 75, 169 
Cowper, Lancelot & Co. 130 
Oe, James, 199; William, 
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Coxe, R. H., 193 

Coysgarne, John, 210, 211 

Crady, James, 199 

Creswicke, Francis, 
Joseph jun., 210 

Crickton, Mr, 73 

Croft, William, 212 

Crofts, John, 115, 118, 119, 
127 

Cross, James, 216 

Cross, John, 214 

Cruger, Henry (M.P. 1774- 
80, 1784-90), X, XV, 102, 
130, 132, 134, 138, 139, 
149, 155, 157, 167, 168, 
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Cruger & Mallard, 125, 130, 
138, 
Crump, Isaac, 211, 212 
Crumpe, Richard, 4 
Culliford, John, 197 
Cullimore, Joseph, 199; 
Richard, 198 
Cumberland, Ernest Augus- 
tus, Duke of, 194 
Cunliffe, Foster, 67 
Cunningham, W., 6 
Currants, xxxii, 140-1 
Curtis, Edward, 211; Edward 
IT, 214 
Curzon, Sir Nathaniel, 34 
Customs, 5, 6, 15, 16, 33; 
34, 78, 159-61, 164, 174; 
commissioners of, 11, 12, 
14, 31, 85, 138, 140, 155; 
159-61, 175, 177-8; offi- 
cers, xii, 85 


Dacres, William, 72 

Daines, Sir William (M.P. 
1701-10, 1715-22), 5, 13, 
18, 21 

Daltera, James, 132, 214; 
Joseph, ix; Joseph jun., 
214; Dalteras, xii 

Dampier, Henry, 119, 121, 
I 
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Dando, Samuel, 198 

Daniel, John, 217; Thomas, 
xi, 163, 216; William, 213 

Daniels, Messrs. 164 

Danson, William, 217 

Dartmouth, Earl of, 105 

Daubeny, Charles, 215; 
George (M.P. 1781-84), x, 
xi, I4I, 150, 213, 214; 
George jun., 215; James, 
216; John, 214, 215 

Davies, Isaac, 4; K.G. 3; 
William, 201, 214 

Davis, Edward Thurston, 
216; Mark jun., 216; Ralph, 
64; Richard Hart, 217; 
Samuel, xi, 214; William, 
199; Capt. William, 2o1 

Day, Alderman, 36, 37; 
Edward, 213, James, 211; 
James jun., 213; John, 4, 
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6, 212, 214; Nathaniel, 4; 
Peter, 10, 14, 24, 211; 
Thomas, 196 

Deane, Thomas, 119, 121 

Debts, American colonial, 
xxvili, 35-7, IOI, 103-4; 
transport, 4 

Delpratt, Samuel, 125 

Denham, Edward, 1 

Depredations, French, xxvii, 
54; Spanish, xxvi-xxvii, 
21, 22, 23, 26, 39-41, 45-6, 
47-50 

Derby, 70, 75 

Derevere, Alexander, 
198 

Devizes, 55 

Devon, 56 

Devonsheir, Christopher, 214 

Dexcove, 73 

Diaper, William, 215 

Dickens, John, 199, 
William, 199 

Distilling, xxxi, 89, 110-11 

Dominica, xxiv, xxix, 150, 
155; free port, 105-6, Iog— 
10, 124-5 

Dock, Champion’s, xxxv, 
121; floating, 184; mud, 
120, 177-8 

Doncaster, 169 

Donnan, Elizabeth, vi 

Donning, James, 10, 18, 2, 
210 

Dover, Straits of, 81 

Dowdeswell, William, 193 

Dowles, Morgan, 198 

Drake, Sir Francis, 193, 194 

Draper, Sir William, 193 

Driver, Edmond, 19 

Dublin, xxxi, 149 : 

Ducie, Mathew Lord, ror, 
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Duckinfield, John, 217; 
William, 213 

Ducommon, John, 213 

Duddlestone, John, 211; Sir 
John, xiv, 4, 9 

Dudley, Capt. O’Brien, 72 
umfries, 171 

Duncan, Admiral Lord, 186, 
194 

Duncombe, Capt. 74 

Duties, currants, 140; cyder, 
xxxii, 97; grain, 130; 
linen, 108—9; negro, XxXVvIii; 
Jamaican, xxvi, 24-5, 36, 
37-9, 42-3, 128-9, 133; 
South Carolina, xxvi, 42— 
3; Virginia, xxvi, 25-6, 
42, 129; salt, 5; sugar, 3, 
45, 149; stamp, 105; 
Townshend, xxix; wine, 
59-61; Acts granting, 104 

Dundas, Henry, 179 

Dungy, William, 199, 200 

Dunning, James, 10 

Dupplin, Thomas Lord, 192 

Dursley, 55 

Dyer, John, 115, 118, I19, 
122, I97 


197, 


200; 
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Earle, Joseph, (M.P. 1713- 
27), 14; Robert, 10, 13, 211 
East India Company, xxv, 
13, 52-4, 100, III 
Easton, Thomas, 211 
Easton-in-Gordano, 196 
Edgar, Alexander, 115, 118 
Edwards, George, 199 
Egremont, Earl of, 96 
Einstein, Lewis, x 
Elbridge, John, 15, 17, 18, 
I 
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Elton, Abraham, 4, 10; Sir 
Abraham (M.P. 1734-42), 
46, 51, 53, 212; Abraham 
IiI, 213; Abraham IV, 
215; Abraham Isaac, 214; 
Edward, 215; Isaac, 6, 
54, 210; Isaac II, 213; 
Isaac jun., 215; Jacob, 43, 
210; Jacob II, 213; Jacob 

is III, 215 
mbargo, grain, 51 

Emden, C. S. xvii 

Enumeration, ror 

Evered, John, 205 

Exchequer, Court of, 14, 15 

Excise, 42, 44-5, 123-4, 152, 
168, 169-70; Commis- 
sioners of, 97, 165 

Exeter, 6, 8, 54, 182 

Exports, 168; gunpowder, 
128, 130; grain, 155; rum, 
106, 168, 169-70 

Eyre, Sir Robert, 18 


Falmouth, 111, 125 

Fane, Francis, 192; Henry, 
xvi, 15, 17, 18, 21, 115, 
117, 196; Thomas, xiv, 63, 
192, 203, 205, 206 

Farell, Joseph, 215 

Farman, Thomas, 200 

Farr, Graham, 194; Mr. 104; 
Paul, 132, 138, I41, 215; 
Richard, 41; Richard jun., 
214; Richard & Sons, 125; 
Thomas, 138; Thomas jun., 
214; William, 215 

Faulkner, W., 162 

Fir, American, 102 

Firearms, 85 

Fish, xxxii 

Fisher, Sir Godfrey, 12 

Fishery, bounty, 52; Severn, 
Xxx1i, 52, 55, 144-5 

Fitzherbert, Ffownes, 212; 
Humphrey, 14, 17; Hum- 
phrey jun., 212 

Flatholm, 20, 42, 47 

Flax, xxxii, 94, IOI 

Flintshire, 6 

Foster, Serjeant, 192 

Fowler, James, 216; John, 
125; John jun., 216; Mr., 
143, 145, 146; Richard 
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Fox, Thomas, 197, 203 

Foy, Edward, 211; John, 
212; Matthew, x, 213, 214; 
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France, Treaty of, 1686, 46, 
47; wars with, 56, 57, 61, 
84, 150, 151; wool to 8, 
51, 90, 100 

Frank, Thomas, 130 

Franklyn, Henry, ar1, 
Joshua, 210; Richard, 4, 
212 

Fraser, Peter, xxii : 

Free ports, xxix; Antigua, 
125-8; 150; Barbadoes, 
126; Dominica, 105-6, 109— 
10, 124~—5, 155; Jamaica, 
124-5 
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Freke, Philip, 4, 10; Thomas, 
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French, 7, 22, 23, 25, 60; 
depredations, 46, 47; pro- 
duce, 9 ; 

French, Thomas, 214; Wil- 
liam, 210, 212 

Fretherne, 145 

Frogmore, Capt., 59 
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Froome, river, 14, IQ, 20, 
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Gipson, L. H., 70 
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Glyddell, John, 19,120 
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Gordon, John, 216; Mr., 
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Grant, Abel, 210; John, 210 
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Grumley, Colonel, 63 
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Gunpowder, 53, 85, 86, 87, 
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